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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Lexi ngton County Landfill Area Site
Cayce, Lexington County, South Carolina

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Lexington County Landfil
Area Superfund Site (the Site) in Cayce, South Carolina, which was chosen in accordance with the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U.S.C § 9601 et
seg., and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF. R Part 300 et seq. This decision is based on the

adm ni strative record for this Site.

The State of South Carolina, acting as a support agency, concurs with the sel ected renedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an

i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This renmedi al action addresses on-Site and off-Site groundwater contamination in addition to
contami nated |landfill waste material as the principal threat at this Site. On-Site sedinment and

surface water contam nation is also addressed as part of the renedy.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

. Consol idation and capping of the waste areas, including deed restrictions for
protection of the cap and the use of groundwater beneath the Site for drinking
pur poses;

. Met hane gas collection and venting. Analysis for vinyl chloride will also be
i ncl uded;

. Extraction of contam nated groundwater/| eachate and di scharge to the POTW

Additional pretreatnent will be perforned, if necessary, to allow for discharge of
the treated groundwater to a | ocal publicly-owned treatnment works (POTW; and

. Addi ti onal sanpling of surface water and sedinment to fully delineate extent of
contami nation and potential threat to aquatic and terrestrial life.

. Moni toring of groundwater, surface water, sedinent, and landfill gas. The
nmonitoring plan will be designed to detect contam nant mgration, evaluate the
effectiveness of the renedial action, and detect any new contamni nants



STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost effective. The presunptive renmedy chosen for this Site was based on EPA's
expectation that contai nnent technol ogi es woul d be appropriate for nunicipal landfill waste,
because the vol une and heterogeneity of the waste nakes treatnment inpracticable. This renedy
utilizes alternative treatnent technol ogy to the maxi numextent practicable for this Site

This selected remedy will result in contami nated groundwater remaining on-Site above
heal t h-based levels until renedy inplenentation is conplete. Therefore, five (5) year reviews
will be conducted after initiation of renedial action to insure that the remedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

John H. Hanki nson, Jr. Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strator
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1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Lexi ngton County Landfill Area Site (the "Site") is located in Lexington County, South
Carolina (Figure 1-1). The Site consists of five properties and includes the 321 Landfill (a
former municipal landfill), the Ad Cayce Dunp, and the Bray Park Dunp. The Site is located in
t he geographi cal area known as the Sand HIls, which are remmants of ancient sand dunes within
the Coastal Plain geologic province of South Carolina

The 321 Landfill was fornerly a sand m ne excavated into the slope of a hill. The 321 Landfil1l
operations began in May, 1972, at the 321 Landfill and ended in 1988 when the facility reached
capacity and was closed with a clay cap. The A d Cayce Dunp and the Bray Park Dunp were used by
l ocal residences as househol d refuse dunps. Dunping at the A d Cayce Dunp began in the 1940's
and at the Bray Park Dunp in the 1960's.

1.1 Site Description

The Site consists of five properties (Figure 1-2). The north property is approximately 41 acres
and is owned by M. Wman Boozer. The property in the center of the Site is approxinately 97
acres and is owned by the cities of Cayce and West Colunbia. W Gegory Medlin ows two
properties (3.2 acres each) along Route 321 in the south portion of the Site. Ms. Beul ah
Sturki e owns one property (approxinmately 20 acres) in the south corner of the Site at the
intersection of Route 321 and Bray Park Road. The 321 Landfill occupi es approxi mately 16 acres
of M. Wnman Boozer's property and approxi mately 51 acres of the center property. The Bray Park
Dump is also located on the center property and the A d Cayce Dunp is |located on Ms. Beul ah
Sturkie's property.

The north and center properties are open areas prinmarily as a result of the mning and the 321
Landfill operations. The 321 landfill is the nost evident feature at the Site. The surface of
the 321 Landfill slopes into the hillside in the northwest portion of the Site where a golf
driving range is currently operated on the cap. A nethane recovery systemlocated adjacent to
the driving range extracts nethane gas fromrecovery wells installed within the 321 Landfill.
Lexi ngton County utilizes the southeast portion of the Site as a recreation facility.

Approxi mately 25 acres have been excavated in the east portion of the Site and that portion is
used as a sedinentation basin. Sone of the excavated soils were used for cover material for the

clay cap of the 321 Landfill. The excavated area is predomnantly flat, sloping only two to
three percent, and is bare of vegetation. A narrow strip of wooded | and ranging from 100 to
300 feet in width separates the 321 Landfill and the Starnmount Subdivision. The ruins of a

cerment bl ock building exist in the west corner of the property.

<I M5 SRC 0494188>
<I M5 SRC 0494188A>

The southern properties are predom nantly wooded with several snmall clearings and a | arge
clearing in the southeast corner of the Sturkie property. A building currently used as a used
tire shop is located on the Sturkie property at the intersection of Route 321 and Bray Park
Road. A collapsed building exists approxi nately 150 feet northeast of the tire shop. An
abandoned building is | ocated on the southern Medlin property along Route 321

The Bray Park Dunp and the A d Cayce Dunp are two subsurface waste burial areas |located to the
east and southeast of the 321 Landfill, respectively. Aside fromscattered debris which can be
seen in the general |ocation of these two waste di sposal areas, these two areas are relatively
non-descri pt.

1.2 Site Topography and Drai nage

The regional topography of "the sand hills" region of the Upper Coastal Plain area is
characterized by relatively snall hills and river valleys forned in poorly consolidated
sedinents. Elevations of the Site decrease southward froman approxi mate el evation of 310 ft
above nean sea level (msl) at the north corner of the Site to an approxinate el evation of 190 ft
above nsl at the southern boundary of the Site. A topographic high point exists imediately
northwest of the Site

The headwat ers of the nearest streamoriginate at three springs within the south boundary of the



Site. The three channels fornmed by the springs nerge into one primary channel south of Bray
Par k Road which flows toward the Congaree River located two mles southeast of the Site. Most
of the stormwater runoff is in the formof sheet flowuntil it reaches the two nmjor drai nage
channel networks currently existing at the Site. One network drains the west side of the Site
and the other drains the east side of the Site

The channel network draining the west side of the Site originates within a |arge channel which
parall el s Route 321. This channel neanders through the Medlin properties in the south portion
of the Site and opens into a large clearing on the Sturkie property. Atributary originating 300
feet east of the prinmary channel along the tree line south of the 321 Landfill joins the prinary
channel on the Medlin property.

The channel network draining the east side of the Site originates on the north edge of the 321
Landfill approximately 800 feet east of Route 321 . The nouth of the channel opens into the
excavated area conprising the sedinent basin in the east portion of the Site. Stormwater that
does not infiltrate the sandy surface soils is transported through sheet flowto the outlet of
the sedi nent basin, |ocated approxi mately 100 feet fromthe north athletic field at the Bray
Park recreation facility. The outflow fromthe basin flows along a ditch which parallels the
west edge of the Interstate 26 access road. A snall tributary feeding the ditch collects storm
wat er runoff along the south side of the athletic fields. A catch basin collects the receiving
flow fromthe ditch and diverts it across D xiana Road into a channel on the east side of
Interstate 26

2.0 SITE H STORY AND PREVI QUS | NVESTI GATI ONS

The history of the Site has been fornmul ated from correspondence of previous Site activities, a
revi ew of aerial photographs, and previous hydrogeol ogi c and engi neering investigations. The
follow ng sections provide an overview of Site activities, previous investigations, and a
summary of findings regardi ng the hydrogeol ogy and environnental quality at the Site.

2.1 Site Hstory

Aeri al photographs indicate that sand mining operations began in the northern portion of the
Site sonetine between 1938 and 1943. At that time, the remainder of the Site was prinarily
wooded, with a small pond (Stanley Pond) situated in the southwest portion of the property.
Sand mining operations continued at the Site until the late 1960's.

In 1970, the cities of Cayce and Wst Col unbi a purchased 57 acres to use as the 321 Landfill.

On Decenber 10, 1971, the 321 Landfill was turned over to Lexington County. |n January 1972 the
321 Landfill was permtted by the South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environnental Contro
(SCDHEC), and sanitary landfill operations by Lexington County began in May 1972. Shortly
thereafter, an agreenent was made between M. Wman Boozer and Lexi ngton County to fill an open
pit on a portion of his 4l-acre parcel by including it in the adjacent 321 Landfill operations
The 321 Landfill was operated utilizing conpaction and daily cover which was the conmonly
accepted practice at the time. Landfilling continued until 1988 when the capacity of the
facility was reached. The 321 Landfill closure took place in 1990 with the placenent of a | ow
pernmeability clay cap

The Bray Park Dunp is the location of the Gty of Cayce's forner solid waste di sposa

operations. The Bray Park Dunp was used by both the cities of Cayce and Wst Col unbia fromthe
m d-1960's to about 1970. The Bray Park Dunp has been covered with several feet of soil. There
is no visual surface evidence of its existence

The d d Cayce Dunp was used for solid waste disposal in the 1960's. Refuse was apparently

pl aced there by individuals in an uncontrolled situation, with no formal operation of the Site
by the Gty of Cayce. A portion of this dunp was located in what was fornerly known as Stanl ey
Pond. The A d Cayce Dunp was closed in 1969 and covered in 1972 by Lexington County. No surface
t opogr aphi ¢ expression of the dunp or forner pond is evident today. The Ad Cayce Dunp area is
currently covered with thick vegetation

Wast e di sposal records for the dd Cayce Dunp and Bray Park Dunp are not avail abl e and, based
upon the history of the operation of these areas, probably never existed. Waste disposa
records for the 321 Landfill, however, are available. Through these records, the EPA was abl e



to prepare a list of potentially responsible parties (PRPs). Although a vast najority of the
refuse in the 321 Landfill consisted of sanitary donestic waste, records indicate that certain
types of industrial wastes were also disposed in the facility. Theae wastes included chenmi ca
sol vents, petrol eum products, and netallic wastes.

2.2 Previous Investigations

Several hydrogeol ogi cal and engi neering studies have been perforned at or in the vicinity of the
321 Landfill during the 1975-1992 period. A total of 44 test holes or nonitoring wells have
been constructed as part of those investigations. |In addition, water supply wells and nearby
surface waters have been utilized to nonitor water levels and/or water quality. In

general, these investigations support the findings and conclusions of the RI/FS. The foll ow ng
par agr aphs summari ze the previous investigations.

EPA Research Study -- 1975-1976 - In 1975, the EPA funded a research project of the 321 Landfil
in cooperation with Lexington County. A W Martin Associates perforned the work and presented
the findings in their 1975 report. The AW Martin report indicates that the sand quarry was
excavated to the top of a clay layer in many portions of the Site. Chenical analyses of the
groundwat er sanpl es indi cated hi gher than background concentrations of alum num chloride

sul fate, iron, sodium potassiumoxides, and nmanganese. Sporadic concentrations of

sodium zinc, and copper were al so detected above background concentrations.

Anal yses of two surface water sanples collected in the AW Mrtin investigation indicate higher
concentrations of iron and manganese in the upstreamsanple (S-1 at Bray Park Road) than the
downstream sanple (S-2 at Dixiana Road). Analysis of the downstream sanple (B) indicated that
nmanganese, iron, chloride, nmagnesium and cal ci um concentrati ons exceeded background
concentrations of the upstreamsanple (HW.

J. Mchel (1976) used essentially the sane data collected for the A W Martin study, including
chem cal data fromnonitoring wells and water wells, and surface water chem stry data collected
during the period April-Decenber 1975. M chel described the chemical reactions in the vicinity
of the 321 Landfill and eval uated the chem cal transport of various paraneters. The results of
her study indicated that chlorides and specific conductance were the best indicators of |eachate
presence and migration. She concluded that increases of dissolved solids (primarily chlorides)
in groundwat er sanpl es collected fromdown-gradi ent water supply wells were indications of a

| eachate front originating fromthe 321 Landfill. Mchel indicated that there was an increase
of magnesi um alum num and chloride in water sanples collected fromthe deeper |ysineter
installed at the 321 Landfill.

SCDHEC Study -- 1977-1979 - The SCDHEC study of the 321 Landfill area was perforned during the
period 1977-1979. The results of groundwater sanpling activities indicated that chloride, iron
and nanganese were detected above background concentrations in test well DH 2 i mediately

adj acent to the 321 Landfill. Concentrations of chrom um (80 ug/1l), lead (250 ug/1l), arsenic
(60 ug/1l), and nercury (22.8 ug/1l) were detected above their detection linmts on one or nore
sanpling dates; however, they were not detected on a consistent basis during the study period
at any of the wells. No trends were apparent throughout the study period. Total and dissol ved
nmercury was detected above the detection limt in groundwater sanples collected fromwell WWV5
on nore than one sanpling event throughout the study. Based on sanpling of surface water from
the intermttent stream southeast of Bray Park Road, SCDHEC concl uded that specific

conduct ance, chloride, hardness, barium chromum and nercury concentrations were el evated
during sonme sanpling rounds and were the result of |eachate production in the 321 Landfill and
the dd Cayce Dunp.

The Bray Park Dunp was discovered during test drilling activities. The discovery of the Bray
Par k Dunp pronpted reconsideration of the previous water-quality conclusions that the 321
Landfill was the source of contam nants in the Rucker wells (WV5, WVW7). Because origina
sanpling of these wells indicated | ow concentrations of netals (lead, nercury, iron, nanganese),
SCDHEC officials believed that the groundwater quality had been inpacted by | eachate novenent
fromthe 321 Landfill.

Lexi ngton County Monitoring Wlls -- 1980-1981 - At the concl usion of the SCDHEC st udy,
Lexi ngton County installed four nonitoring wells at |ocations selected by SCODHEC officials. The
three downgradient wells were installed by Wal ker Laboratories and the upgradi ent well was



installed by a local well driller. Chemical analyses fromthese four wells indicated that
chloride, total dissolved solids, cadmum arsenic, selenium and nercury exceeded background
concentrations. Cadm um and sel eni um concentrations were reported to be 119 ug/1 and 15.1 ug/1
(respectively) in downgradient well MM2. Arsenic and nercury concentrations were reported to
be 30.2 ug/1 and 19.9 ug/1l (respectively) in downgradient well MVA4.

Lexi ngton County Engineering Study -- 1981 - As part of a 1981 engi neering study contracted by
Lexi ngton County, nine auger holes were drilled into the base of the active 321 Landfill to
determ ne the | ocal subsurface conditions (MNair, 1981). These test holes were | ocated near
the southeast nmargin of landfilling operations. Five of the boreholes termnated in trash. The
remai ni ng four bore holes encountered white, silty to sandy kaolinitic clay at el evations
rangi ng from approxi mately 200 ft above nean sea level (nsl) to 216 ft nsl. Goundwater in the
auger hol es was considered to be perched above the clay.

S&ME Study -- 1982-1983 - In 1982, Site Consultants, Inc. and Soil & Material Engineers (S&\VE)
were retained by Lexington County to devise an inproved groundwater nonitoring system S&VE
divided the sedinentary strata into distinct hydrogeologic units which were referred to as the
Upper Unit and Lower Unit. As part of that study, two nonitoring wells (M¥5, MA) were
installed by S&VE to nonitor the quality of groundwater within aquifer sands in the Lower Unit,
whi ch was shown to be separated fromthe Upper Unit by a |ow perneability clay |ayer

Speci fic conductance val ues of sanples collected fromUpper Unit wells i medi ately downgradi ent
of the 321 Landfill were significantly elevated in conparison to sanples collected fromwells

| ocated several hundreds of feet downgradi ent of the 321 Landfill (S&VE, Inc., 1984). Water
sanpl es collected fromLower Unit nmonitoring wells (MM5, MWM6) had | ow specific conductance
val ues with no evidence of groundwater quality degradation at that tine.

S&ME Study -- 1985 - In conjunction with the initiation of a SCDHEC approved and expanded
groundwat er nmonitoring programfor the 321 Landfill, S&VE installed three additional nonitoring
wells. These three wells were included in the quarterly nonitoring program beginning in 1986
and the results of chemical testing of groundwater fromthese wells have been included in
quarterly and annual nonitoring reports subnmitted to the SCDHEC

EPA Study -- 1987 - EPA Region |V personnel performed a Site inspection of the Lexington County
Landfill Area Site during February 23-26, 1987. During their inspection, EPA staff collected 11
surface soil and sedi nent sanples, six surface water sanples, and 10 groundwater sanples (siXx
fromnonitoring wells, and four fromdonestic water supply wells). Analysis of the groundwater
sanple collected fromwell MW2 indicated el evated concentrations of netals and organic
conmpounds that were not detected in sanples fromthe other nine wells (M¥8, MVW9, MAM10, MN5,
WNM3, WW29, DH 13, WM4, and WVM5). Analyses of surface water sanples indicated el evated
concentrations of metals and organic conpounds at three of these sanple | ocations.

West i nghouse Study -- 1989 - Westinghouse Environnental and Geot echnical Services, Inc

(Westi nghouse) perfornmed an additi onal assessnent for Lexington County in 1989. These assessnent
activities included an el ectromagnetic (EM survey, |aboratory soil tests, borehole perneability
tests, water quality analyses, and the installation of nine test wells. This investigation

eval uated the hydraulic confinement of the Lower Unit. The clay confining bed was determned to
be present at all Lower Unit well locations with thicknesses ranging from9 ft (TW2D) to over
20 ft (MNM5).

3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Community relations activities were conducted in accordance with Sections 113(k), 117(a), and
121(f) of CERCLA 42 USC § 9617. Interviews with residents were conducted in January 1992. A
Community Rel ations Plan was devel oped and an information repository was established at the
Lexi ngton County Library in July 1992. A fact sheet announcing the start of the Renedia
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was issued by EPA in early June 1992. On July 14, 1992
EPA held a public neeting at the Grace Chapel Church to informthe public of the RI/FS process
The neeting was attended by nore than 40 citizens. EPA' s presentation to the public included
information on howto participate in the investigation and renedy sel ection process under
CERCLA. R field work was initiated in Qctober 29, 1992, and continued through February 26
1993. Additional field work was conducted from April 20, 1993, through May 13, 1993. The
final Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Report was released to the public and placed in



the information repository on April 6, 1994.

Fol | owi ng conpl etion of the R the FS, EPA rel eased the proposed plan fact sheets on April 7,
1994. An advertisenent was published in the | ocal newspapers on April 6, 1994, informng the
public of the proposed plan, public neeting, and the public coment period, which extended from
April 6, 1994, to May 6, 1994.

The public neeting for the Proposed Plan was held on April 14, 1994, to present the Agency's

sel ection of preferred alternatives for addressi ng contam nated subsurface waste and groundwat er
at the Site. Representatives from SCDHEC were present at this public neeting. A request was
made (and granted) for a 30 day extension to the public comrent period, which extended the
closing date to June 6, 1994. Public comrents and questions are docunented in the

Responsi veness Summary, Appendi x A

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF THI S ACTION WTH N SI TE STRATEGY

The purpose of the renedial alternative selected in this RODis to reduce future risks at this
Site. The renedial action for contam nated subsurface waste will renove future health threats
by preventing | eaching of the contaminants to groundwater. The groundwater renedial action will
remove future health threats posed by potential usage of contanminated groundwater. Additiona
activities will include inposition of deed restrictions to protect the integrity of the cap and
prevent the utilization of groundwater beneath the Site for drinking purposes, venting of

nmet hane gas, and sanpling of surface water and sedinment to further evaluate the ecol ogica
threat to area wildlife and aquatic biota. This is the only ROD contenplated for this Site

5.0 SUWHARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Rl investigated the nature and extent of contamination on and near the Site, and defined the
potential risks to human health and the environnment posed by the Site. A total of seventy-seven
nmet hane sanples, thirteen sediment sanples, thirteen surface water sanples, four |eachate

sanpl es, and forty groundwater sanples were collected during the RI. The main portion of the R
was conducted from Cctober 1992 through February 1993, followed by additional groundwater
sanpling between April 20 through May 13, 1993. The sanpling locations are shown in Figures 5-3
and 5-4.

5.1 GCeol ogi c and Hydrogeol ogi ¢ Setting

The Site is within the inner margin of the Upper Coastal Plain, which is underlain by a

sout heast war d-t hi ckeni ng wedge of unconsolidated sedi nentary sands and clays of Late Cretaceous
to Recent (Hol ocene) age. These sedinents overlie crystalline bedrock. The unconsolidated
sedinentary geol ogic strata beneath and in the vicinity of the Site range from about 150 ft
thick to 250 ft thick, and generally dip to the southeast at a rate varying fromabout 15 ft/m
to as much as 35 to 40 ft/m. However, the di ps of Upper Oretaceous and Tertiary sedinments at
the Site have been considerably affected by post-depositional erosion, and erosional dips are
locally greater than 40 ft/m.

Four geologic units underlie the Site - the bedrock, the Mddendorf Fornmation, a sequence of
Lower Tertiary clastics, and the Pinehurst Formation. A fifth geologic unit, referred to as
alluvium is located south of the Site

Bedrock - Crystalline bedrock or the saprolitic clay overlying crystalline bedrock was
penetrated at a depth of 185 feet at well TW32D and at 165 feet at well WWV30 at Foster-D xi ana
Conpany i mredi ately west of the 321 Landfill. Generally, the bedrock in this area is overlain
by a hard, mcaceous saprolitic clay which was reported by the driller to be 13 feet thick at
wel | WV 30. Most water wells are termnated when this hard clay is penetrated, and wells are
screened opposite sands within the overlying Mddendorf Fornation

M ddendorf Formation - The M ddendorf Fornmation (also referred to by some geol ogists as the
Tuscal oosa Fornmation) of Late Cretaceous age unconformably overlies the eroded surface of the
bedrock or saprolite overlying bedrock. The Mddendorf is conposed of alternating beds of
poorly sorted, very fine to coarse-grai ned arkosi c sands and dense kaolinitic clays that were
deposited in upper deltaic and fluvial environnents. The M ddendorf thickens fromabout 75 feet
beneath the higher elevations at the 321 Landfill to 150 feet or nore southeast of the Site.



Most of the deeper water wells in the vicinity of the 321 Landfill are screened opposite
artesian fine to coarse-grained aquifer sands within the | ower part of the M ddendorf Formation
The lower part of the Mddendorf Fornmation is a noderately productive aquifer which is under
artesian conditions in the vicinity of the Site. This lower part of the M ddendorf

Formati on has been referred to as the Lower Hydrogeologic Unit, or sinply Lower Unit, in
previous reports and in this Record of Decision.

Lower Tertiary dastics - The Mddendorf Formation is unconformably overlain by a sequence of
poorly sorted, very fine to coarse, clayey and silty arkosic and quartz sands and kaolinitic
clays of Tertiary age, which was referred to as the Black M ngo Formati on by Padgett (1981) and
S&ME (1983) and as the Huber Formation by Smith (1977). These strata are designated "Lower
Tertiary clastics". These Lower Tertiary clastics are the upper part of the Upper Hydrogeol ogic
Unit, or sinmply Upper Unit, as described in this ROD. Low perneability aquifer sands occur
within the lower part of the Lower Tertiary unit.

Pi nehurst Fornmation - The higher elevations of the Site are underlain by a sequence of |oose,
wi nd- bl own (eolian) sands that have been referred to as the Pinehurst Formation by Kite (1985).
These sands are as much as 50 feet or nmore thick beneath higher elevations of the Site and
surroundi ng areas, and unconformably overlie the Lower Tertiary unit. The sands of the

Pi nehurst, where present, are generally unsaturated, but are perneable and all ow downward
infiltration of precipitation into sands of the lower Tertiary unit.

Al luvial Sedinments - The Hol ocene (Recent) alluvial sands and cl ays deposited by the ancestra
Congaree River occur south and southeast of the Site, but are not present beneath the Site north
of D xiana Road. Padgett (1981) described the geol ogy and hydrogeol ogy of these alluvial

sedi nents underlying the SCRDI Dixiana Site

5.2 Hydrogeol ogy

S&ME (1983) subdi vi ded sedi ments above the bedrock into Upper and Lower Units at the Site
Geol ogi ¢ cross-sections were constructed to evaluate the geol ogy of the Upper and Lower Units
The thickness, stratigraphic relationships, and lithol ogi es of these hydrogeol ogic units are
presented in five cross-sections of the Site as illustrated in the RI. The physical and
hydr ol ogi ¢ characteristics of these units are summari zed in the foll ow ng paragraphs.

Upper Unit

The Upper Unit consists of the Pinehurst Formation, the Lower Tertiary dastics (probably Bl ack
M ngo Formation) and the alternating sands and clays within the upper part of the M ddendorf
Formation. A laterally persistent clay bed, referred to as the lower confining clay of the
Upper Unit, separates the Upper and Lower Units. These narginal narine sedinents are primarily
sands and interbedded clays and silts. The sands consist of white to light brow, well sorted
fine sands and pal e orange to yell owi sh orange poorly sorted, fine to very coarse quartz sands
and are typically crossbedded. Kaolinitic clay |lenses ranging fromwhite to reddish purple are
al so interbedded within the sands. FErosional scarps and troughs may be preval ent within these
sedinents. The foll owing sequence of strata is present within the Upper Unit; the upper sands
the m ddl e sands, the upper confining clay, the | ower sands/mddle confining clay, and the |ower
confining clay.

Three laterally extensive clay confining beds and three interbedded sands are present within the
Upper Unit. The upper sands of the Upper Unit are eolian sedinments of the Pinehurst Formation
that overlie the Tertiary clastics beneath the higher elevations in the north half of the Site
The sedi nents consist primarily of noderately to poorly sorted, fine to coarse quartz sand, and
are not saturated. Several large clay |enses and clay beds occur within the basal portion of

t hese sands, some of which locally confine the mddle sands.

The m ddl e sands overlie the upper confining clay and consist prinmarily of white to grayish pink
quartz sands. These sands appear to have been deposited unconformably on the eroded surface

of the upper confining clay, and erosional channels are present in the upper and middle
confining clays. Several snmall black clay |ayers typical of back-barrier depositiona
environnents overlie these sands in several borings in the south portion of the Site at

el evations ranging from 165 to 175 feet nsl. Goundwater chem stry data indicate that
contaminants within the Upper Unit prinmarily mgrate within these sands in the south and east



portions of the Site.

The upper confining clay appears to occur throughout the Site; however, breaches within this
clay bed are apparent in the north, east, and southwest portions of the Site. The thickness of
the upper confining clay ranges from5 to 18 feet.

The I ower sands within the Upper Unit exist between the upper and | ower confining beds and
consist primarily of poorly sorted, clayey fine to coarse quartz sands. day and silt are
common in the sands. These sedinments are present bel ow an el evation of approximately 150 to 190
feet nsl. Several of these | ower sands were not saturated in the north portion of the Site.

The mddle confining clay, a 3 to 5 foot thick sandy clay, is interbedded within the | ower sands
in the south and east portions of the Site.

The lower confining clay, ranging from5 to 19 feet thick, nmark the base of the Upper Unit, and
appears to be continuous throughout the Site; however, a channel is apparent in the south
portion of the Site at test well TW27S. The clays are dense, dry, and have | ow perneabilities
as indicated by the geol ogi st |ogs, gamma | ogs, and | aboratory perneability tests.

Lower Unit

The Lower Unit is in the basal sand sequence within the M ddendorf Fornmation and contains the
nore perneabl e artesi an aquifer sands used in the area for groundwater supplies. The Lower Unit
i s conposed predom nantly of poorly sorted, very fine to very coarse quartz sand and pebbl es.
Othocl ase, nmuscovite, pyrite, and various heavy mnerals occur within the sands. Interbedded
clay |amnae and clay | enses occur within these sands. These sands are the nobst perneabl e
strata within the Lower Unit.

5.2 Nature and Extent of Contam nation

Based on information presented in the Renmedial Investigation, the environmental contam nation at
the Site can be summarized as foll ows:

1. The follow ng waste di sposal areas were identified during the Remedial Investigation: The
321 Landfill, the Bray Park Dunp, the A d Cayce Dunp, and a separate area (Waste Area No. 3)
between the Bray Park Dunp and the A d Cayce Dunp.

2. A nethane gas plune is present in areas along SC H ghway 321 including the southern corner
of the 321 Landfill. The gas plune extends along Bray Park Road adjacent to the stream cul verts
and al ong areas adjacent to the nethane recovery system

3. QGoundwater in the Upper Unit is contam nated with both organi c and inorgani c contam nants
G oundwater in the lower unit is also contam nated with several organic and inorganic
contam nants but to a | esser extent than the Upper Unit.

4. Both organic and inorganic contamnation is present in |eachate, surface water, and sedi nent
sanples collected fromthe inmrediate vicinity of the Site

5.2.1 \Waste Disposal Areas

El ectromagnetic (EM surveys were performed at the Site to delineate the |ateral extent of the
Bray Park and O d Cayce Dunps. Test pits were excavated along the suspected perineters of each
dunmp to verify the results of the EM survey. The actual boundaries of the Bray Park Dunp and
A d Cayce Dunmp (Figure 5-1) corresponded to the el ectronagneti ¢ anonmali es neasured during the
EM survey. Donestic trash and construction debris were observed within test pits excavated
within the perineters of the two dunps. Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure anal yses of
soil sanples collected at the base of the two dunp sites identified concentrations of barium
(1.5 to 5.7 ng/kg), cadmi um (0.038 ng/kg), and | ead (0.094 ny/kg).

5.2.2 Met hane Gas Survey
The locations of the potentially affected popul ation for nethane gas and the net hane survey

stations are illustrated in Figure 5-2. The hi ghest concentration of nethane (43% Lower
Expl osive Limt LEL or 22,790 ppm) was detected at survey station SV-34 al ong Route 321



Met hane was detected at adjacent stations SV-56, SV-58, and SV-60 bel ow 20% LEL, and in the
sout hern corner of the 321 Landfill at well TW2S. The extent of the nethane gas plune will be
further delineated during the Remedial Design. Additional data will be collected during the
Remedi al Design to confirmthe extent of the plume within the area of the sedi nentation basin

<I MG SRC 0494188B>
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Met hane concentrations were al so detected at survey stations SV-1 (4% LEL) and SV-2 (1% LEL)

adj acent to streamculverts along Bray Park Road. Methane was al so detected at station SV-64
(<1% LEL) adjacent to the existing nethane recovery facility for the 321 Landfill. The existing
net hane gas recovery system installed during 1986, recovers nethane for resale to nearby
industries.

5.2.3 Leachat e Sanpl es

Leachate sanpl es were collected fromleachate seeps on the north side of the 321 Landfill (LS 1,
LS-2) and froma | eachate seep on the east side of the 321 Landfill (LS-3). A water sanple
(LS-4) was collected froma snall seep, or spring, |ocated southeast of the 321 Landfill (Figure
5-3).

Or gani ¢ conpounds i ncluding acetone (27 ug/1 to 66 ug/1l), 2-butanone (11 ug/1 to 22 ug/1),
4-net hyl -2 pentanone (3 ug/1), phenol (410 ug/1 to 2300 ug/1), and nethyl phenols (25 ug/1 to
4800 ug/ 1) were detected in | eachate sanples LS-1 and LS-3. Tol uene, diethylphthal ate, and

bi s(2-et hyl hexyl )phthal ate, were also detected in | eachate sanple LS-3. Benzene, ethylbenzene
and xyl enes were detected in | eachate sanple LS-2 at concentrations bel ow the contract required
detection limt (CRDL).

Chem cal data indicate that there was no correl ati on between organi ¢ conpounds detected in the

| eachat e sanpl es and organi ¢ conpounds detected in sedinent sanples collected at the sanme sanple
locations. None of the senmi -volatile organic conpounds identified in the | eachate sanples were
detected in the associ ated sedi ment sanples. Bis (2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate (480 ug/kg) was
detected in sedinent sanple SED-11 near |eachate LS-1. Concentrations of indicator paraneters at
LS-4 indicate that the water quality of this seep is probably representative of a fresh-water
spring.

I norgani c anal yses indicate that sanple LS-1 and LS-3 contai ned concentrati ons of barium
(587-1510 ug/ 1), calcium(62.4-82.9 ng/1), cobalt (58.1-65.1 ug/1l), copper (114-185 ug/1),
nmagnesi um (17-59 ng/ 1), nickel (57.8-242 ug/1), lead (10.0-31.6 ug/1l), and zinc (18.8-19.7
ng/1). These netals are likely characteristic of |eachate generated by the Site. Cadmum (13.0
ug/ 1) and nanganese (2400 ug/1) were also detected in LS-1. Concentrations of calcium (84.7
ng/1) and iron (17.1 ng/1) detected in LS-2 exceeded concentrations present in LS-4. Leachate
generated by infiltration of rainwater into the Site is the likely source for the presence of
these netal s.

<I MG SRC 0494188D>
5.2.4 Surface Water and Sedi nent Sanpl es

Surface water and sedi ment sanples were collected al ong the two najor drai nage channel networks
present at the Site (Figure 5-3). Exceedences of chronic concentrations of chlorides and ammoni a
indicate potential ecological inpact to surface water at Sites SW1 through SW4 along the
surface water south of the Site. Additional surface water sanples will be collected al ong the
stream during the Renedial Design to determine the extent of the potential ecological inpact to
water quality on the biota.

Benzene and chl orobenzene were detected bel ow the Contract Required Detection Limt (CRDL) (10
ug/1) in surface water sanples SW1, SW2, and SW7 |located at the headwaters of the streans

al ong Bray Park Road. These conpounds were not detected in downstream sanples SW3 and SW4.
Acetone was detected in surface water sanple SW5 collected at the outlet of the sedinent basin
Acetone was al so detected in sedinent sanples SED-3, SED-4, SED-5, and SED-7. Acetone has been
detected in | eachate, surface water, and sedi nent sanples collected al ong the east drainage
channel network. Anal yses of sedinent sanples SED-11 and SED- 13 indicate the presence of



vanadi um (3.2 ng/kg), zinc (5.8-7.1 ng/kg), and lead (0.81-1.1 ng/kg). Barium (3.7 ng/kg) was
al so detected in SED 11.

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate was detected in surface water sanples SW4 and SW5 at concentrati ons
less than 4 ug/1. A concentration of 0.2 ug/1l of butyl benzyl phthal ate was detected in the
duplicate SW5 surface water sanple. D -n-octyl phthal ate and Bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate were

al so detected in several sedinent sanples. Several other sem -volatile organi c conpounds were
detected in sedinent sanple SED-7 but were not detected in downstream surface water or sedinent
sanpl es.

Anal yses of sediment and surface water sanples collected down-streamof the dd Cayce Dunp

indicate that several inorganic contam nants appear to be related to wastes within the A d Cayce

Dunmp. Barium calcium iron, magnesi um nanganese, potassium and sodi umwere detected at higher
concentrations in surface water sanples SW1, SW2, SW3, and SW7 than in downstream sanpl e SW

4. Anal yses of sedinent indicate that barium calcium iron, and nmanganese precipitate fromthe
surface water at sanple location SED-4. Magnesium sodium and potassium appear to remain

soluble in the surface water. Al um num chrom um vanadium zinc, and | ead concentrations

detected in sedinent sanples SW3 and SW4 nay indicate a source of these netal s downgradi ent of

the Site. Aluminum barium chromum copper, iron, vanadium zinc, and | ead concentrati ons were

detected in surface water sanple SW5.

A nmacroi nvertebrate assessment was perfornmed at the streans south of the Site to evaluate the
potential inpact on the aquatic environnent. Macroinvertebrate sanples were collected fromtwo
control stations (G 1 and G 2) |located al ong Fish Hatchery Road within separate drai nage basins
northwest of the Site. Low flow rates observed during the assessnent indicated that intermttent
stream condi tions nmay not have been, nor ever will be conducive to larger popul ations. The data
showed no discernible difference in macroinvertebrate comunities | ocated downstreamof the Site
and control station C1. However, the inpact of the drought conditions on the macroinvertebrate
communities may have affected the data. A though the Site poses a potential threat to ecol ogical
life, the limted data collected during the Renedial Investigation does not justify remediation
at this tinme. Additional sanpling will be perfornmed during the Renedial Design to confirmthis
position. Renedial action will be performed should sanpling results indicate such a need.

5.2.5 G oundwater
G oundwat er Contam nation - Upper Unit

G oundwat er sanpling stations are presented in Figure 5-4. Previous investigations had shown
that chloride was the best indicator, or "fingerprint," of groundwater contam nation at the
Site because of its high solubility and nobility in groundwater, and | ow background
concentrations. The distribution of chloride concentrations in groundwater w thin the Upper
Unit is illustrated on Figure 5-5. The distribution of chloride indicates that two extensions
of the plune follow the two groundwater conponents flow ng sout heast.

Total organic hal ogen (TOX) and amoni a concentrations al so showed close correlation with
chloride concentrations and extent of the plune. TOX concentrations exceeded background
concentration (0.05 ng/1) in 10 Upper Unit test wells | ocated east/southeast of the 321
Landfill. Based on these concentrations, pesticides and PCBs were anal yzed during the
second round of chem cal anal yses.

Laboratory anal yses indicate that benzene and chl orobenzene are the prinary volatile organic
conpounds associated with the contam nant plune in the Upper Unit. Figure 5-6 illustrates the
di stribution of benzene concentrations within the Upper Unit, which resenbles the chloride
concentration distribution. Benzene was detected at concentrations exceedi ng the Maxi num
Contami nant Level (MCL = 5 ug/1) in groundwater sanples collected fromnost of the Upper Unit
test wells on-Site. Benzene was not detected in test wells TW41S, TW42S, or TW45S | ocated
wi thin Starnount Subdivision. Concentrations of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xyl enes
(BTEX) were detected in groundwater sanples collected during Round 1 and Round 2.
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Concentrations of tetrachl oroethene (PCE), trichloroethene (TCE), dichloroethenes (DCE s),
1,1,1-trichl oroethane (TCA), dichloroethanes (DCA' s), and vinyl chloride were detected

slightly above and below the CRDL in Upper Unit wells. Mst of these conpounds were detected in
groundwat er sanples collected fromwells TW20 to TW22 during Round 1; however, only TCE and
1,2-DCE were detected in the groundwater at these two wells during Round 2. Vinyl chloride,

PCE, 1,1,1-TCA 1, 1-dichloroethene, and 1, 2-dichl oroethane were not detected in groundwater
sanpl es collected during Round 2. TCE was detected above the MCL (5 ug/1) in groundwater

sanpl es collected fromwell TW20S during Round 1 (9 ug/1) and Round 2 (8 ug/1).

Concentrations of semvolatile conpounds were detected prinarily bel ow the CRDLs in Upper Unit
groundwat er sanples collected at the Site during Round 1.

Pesti ci de conpounds were detected in down-gradient Upper Unit wells during the Round 2 anal yses.
Concentrations of al pha-BHC were detected in groundwater sanples collected fromwells TW12S
(0.0043 ug/1), and TW28S (0.003 ug/1l). Beta-BHC was detected in groundwater sanples collected
fromwells TW25S (0.035 ug/1), TW27S (0.017 ug/1), and TW28S (0.0094 ug/1). Gamma-BHC (0.013
ug/ 1) and Endosul fan Il (0.012 ug/1l) were also detected in the groundwater sanple collected from
well TW25S. Heptachlor was detected in sanples collected fromwells TW12S (0.0095 ug/1),
TW20S (0. 0063 ug/1), and TW27S (0.0048 ug/1). Concentrations of all of these conpounds are

bel ow t he established MCLs. Pesticides were detected in groundwater within the Upper Unit at

| ocations where other contam nants have been detected and, therefore, are believed to be
Site-related. Polychlorinated bi phenyls (PCB's) were not detected in groundwater at the Site

Laboratory anal yses of inorganic paraneters indicate that sodium potassium iron, nagnesi um
cal cium and bariumare associated with the groundwater plurme within the Upper Unit. Chrom um
copper, lead, nickel, and arsenic were detected in the groundwater in several Upper Unit test
wel I's; however, concentrations of these inorganics were not detected consistently between Round
1 and Round 2 sanpling events. Arsenic has been detected in groundwater sanples collected from

test wells TW2S and TW12S | ocated sout heast and down-gradi ent of the 321 Landfill. Arsenic
was al so detected during the second round of sanpling in groundwater sanples collected fromwell
TW 25S east of the 321 Landfill, and wells TW42S and TW45S, |ocated north of the 321 Landfill.

The hi ghest concentrations of all of the netals were detected in test well TW45S incl udi ng

el evated |l evel s of berylliumand cadmium Several industries are |ocated upgradient of well TW
45S. Well TW45S will be resanpled during the Renedial Design to evaluate the inpact to
groundwat er quality.

G oundwat er Contam nation - Lower Unit

The prinmary volatile organi ¢ conpounds detected in groundwater within the Lower Unit are benzene
and chl orobenzene. These two conmpounds were detected in groundwater sanples collected from

test well TW32D during Round 1 and Round 2. A benzene concentration of 12 ug/1 was al so
detected in the groundwater sanple collected fromwell WW3. The ML for benzene is 5 ug/1.

During Round 1 sanpling, concentrations of benzene, tol uene, ethylbenzene, and xyl ene (BTEX)
conmpounds were detected in groundwater sanples collected fromLower Unit test wells.

Et hyl benzene and xyl enes were not detected in groundwater sanples collected from Round 2
sanpling activities. Concentrations of benzene (12 ug/1), acetone (31 ug/1), toluene (2 ug/l),
and 1,1-DCE (3 ug/1l) were detected in the sanple fromunused water well WWV3 at Bray Park.
Concentrations of benzene (9 ug/1), chlorobenzene (3 ug/1l), nethylene chloride (5 ug/1l), viny
chloride (5 ug/1), 1,1-DCA (7 ug/1l) and 4-nethyl -2-pentanone (2 ug/1l) were detected in the
groundwat er sanple collected fromtest well TW32D

Concentrations (less than 10 ug/1) of sem -volatile organic conpounds were detected in
groundwat er sanples collected fromLower Unit test wells including phenol, bis(2-

et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e, napht hal ene, di-n-octyl phthal ate, diethyl phthalate, 1,4-dichlorobenzene
and 2-net hyl napht hal ene.

I norgani ¢ paraneters consisting of barium (40.4 ug/1), calcium (11,600 ug/1), chromum (11.3

ug/ 1), copper (30.3 ug/1), iron (34,400 ug/1l), and sodium (153,000 ug/1) were detected in the
groundwat er sanple collected fromwater well WW¥3. Concentrations of |ead, chromum vanadi um
copper and barium were detected in the groundwater within the Lower Unit but were not detected
consi stently between Round 1 and Round 2 sanpling events. [Inorganic prinary drinking water



standards (MCLs) were not exceeded in any groundwater sanples collected fromLower Unit test
well's. Inorganic secondary MCLs were exceeded for alum num iron, nanganese, and sodiumin the
wat er sanple collected fromwater well WV3.

The occurrence of netals and organics in the Lower Unit at well WV¥3, TW32D and WV 31 may be
related to poor well construction rather than to downward | eakage of contam nants from
contam nated sands within the Upper Unit. Additional evaluation will be perfornmed during the
Remedi al Design to verify this hypothesis.

6.0 SUWHARY CF SITE R SKS

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, nmay present an i nm nent
and substantial endangernent to public welfare or the environment.

A Presunptive Rermedy approach as presented in EPA's directive No. 9355.0-49FS was utilized for
this Site. A R sk Assessnent was conducted by EPA to evaluate the risks to human health and the
envi ronnent, under present-day conditions and under assuned future use conditions. The
stream i ned approach for municipal landfills (Presunptive Renedy) consisted of identifying

chem cals present in groundwater and conparing themto Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requirenents (ARARs) and Prelimnary Renedi ation Goals (PRGs). Those chenicals that exceeded
these values for a given pathway were noted for renedial action, and as such, were not
incorporated into the calculations for Site risk for that pathway. Under the Presunptive Renedy
approach, any chem cal exceeding an MCL is assunmed to result in a site risk. A list of these
chemcals for all pathways is presented in Table 6-1. The renai ning chemicals which did not
exceed ARARs for a particular pathway were included in the discussion of the Site risks if the
results indicated that a contam nant mght pose a significant current or future risk or
contribute to a cunmulative risk which is significant.

The presunptive renedy for nunicipal landfills, which as applied to this Site, requires that a
protective cap be placed over the waste di sposal areas. See discussion at Section 7, p. 37 of
this ROD. Under such conditions the surface soils could not present a potential threat, and
therefore were not eval uated.

6.1 Human Health Risks

The human health risk assessnment eval uated the nature and extent of the threat to public health
caused by the release or threatened rel ease of hazardous substances fromthe Site. The

contam nated nedia at the Site as identified through the Renedial Investigation are groundwater
surface water, sedinent and | eachate.

The Site land use is currently zoned for commercial usage and is expected to renmain as such in
the future. Goundwater is currently used as a source for drinking, showering, cooking, dish
washi ng, |aundering and gardening for properties surrounding the Site

6.1.1 Exposure Assessnent

The followi ng nedia were evaluated for this Site: groundwater, surface water, and sedi nent.

The pat hways for groundwater include the upper and |ower aquifer for both on-Site and off-Site
conditions. The groundwater pathways were eval uated for ingestion of contam nated groundwater
inhal ation of volatiles while showering and cooki ng, and dermal (skin) absorption while
showering. Qher potential exposure pathways eval uated were the incidental ingestion and dernal
contact with surface water and sedinent. Exposure pathways involving air as a medi umwere not
consi dered due to the presunptive renedy which includes capping of waste di sposal areas and gas
control



TABLE 6-1
CHEM CALS EXCEEDI NG ARARS/ PRG

CHEM CALS VAX. MCL Rl SK
CONC. UG L BASED
DETECT. PRGt *
UG L Uq L
Benzene 85 5 0.62
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 20 4 6. 07
Br onodi chl or onet hane 5 100 1.42
1, 4- D chl or obenzene 5 75 3.5
1, 1- D chl or oet hene 2 7 0. 017
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane 1 5 0. 197
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 7 5 6.3
Tet rachl or oet hene 15 5 365
Tri chl or oet hene 9 5 _
Vinyl Chloride 8 2 0.03
Arsenic 30.5 50 0.05
Bari um 1, 560 2,000 2,560
Beryllium 21.6 4 Q 02
Cadm um 51 5 18. 3
Chr om um 454 100 183
Lead 183 15* .
Manganese 4010 . 180
N ckel 242 100 730
Vanadi um 880 -- 70
Zinc 8, 180 -- 3, 000
* Value presented for lead is based on EPAs action level. No MCL has be

** PRGs (Prelimnary Renedi ati on Goals) for carcinogens were cal cul ated
risk level by both the inhalation and the oral cancer slope factor. PRG
were cal cul ated by dividing the target hazard i ndex by both the inhal at
dose.



Popul ations that could potentially be exposed to Site contam nants include current and future
residents in addition to current and future visitors. Based on these potential receptors,
seven exposure pathways were selected for further nunerical risk quantification

. I ngesti on of groundwat er

. I nhal ati on of volatiles while showering and cooking
. Der mal absorption while showering

. Inci dental ingestion of surface water*

. Dernmal contact with surface water*

. Inci dental ingestion of sedinent*

. Dernal contact with sedi nent*

* Youth (age 7-16 years) only

In order to quantify the exposure associated with each pathway, various standard assunptions
were nade for key variables in the exposure cal culations. These variables include the
contami nant level in the nedium usually referred to as the exposure point concentration; and
the anmount of the contami nant taken into the body, or chronic daily intake, which nust be

cal cul ated using a nunber of assunptions.

6.1.2 Ri sk Characterization

The final step of the Baseline R sk Assessnent consists of the generation of nunerical estimates
of risk. Tables 6-2 and 6-3 present summaries of the total hazard quotient (non-carcinogenic
risk) and total cancer risk associated with the Site.

For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the increnental probability of an individual devel oping
cancer over a life-tinme as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess life-tine cancer risk
is calculated fromthe foll owi ng equation

Risk = CD x SF
Wer e

Risk = a unit-less probability (e.g., 2 x 10-5) of an
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer

CDl = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years
(my/ kg-day) and

SF = slope-factor, expressed as (ng/kg-day)-1

These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1 X
10-6 or 1E-6). An excess lifetinme cancer risk of 1E-6 indicates that, as a reasonabl e maxi mum
estimate, an individual has a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of Site
rel ated exposure over a 70 year lifetinme under the specific exposure conditions at the Site.
EPA generally uses the 1E-4 to 1E-6 risk range as an "acceptable risk range" within which the
Agency strives to nanage risks as part of the Superfund cl eanup

The hi ghest risk values presented (3.23E-6 for on-Site upper unit wells and 4.98E-6 for the
lower unit wells) are within the acceptable risk range. However, EPA nmay decide that a risk
level less than 10-6 (i.e., a risk between 10-4 and 10-6) is unacceptable due to site-specific
conditions and that renedial action is warranted. For this Site, EPA believes that Renedia
Action is warranted since MCLs were exceeded for groundwater. G oundwater accounted for the
greatest risk associated with this Site. The najority of the total carcinogenic risk is

attri butable to exposure to 1, 4-D chl orobenzene



NON- CARCI NOGENS

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |evel over a

specified tine period (e.g., life tine) with a reference dose derived for a sinilar exposure
period. The rate of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ. A Hazard |ndex
equal to or greater than 1 is considered to exceed an acceptable risk level. By adding the HG
for all contam nants of concern that affect the sane target organ (e.g., liver) within a nedium

or across all nedia to which a given popul ation nmay reasonably be exposed, the Hazard I ndex (H)
can be generated. The HQis calculated as follows:

Non- Cancer HQ = CDI/RfFD
Wher e:

CDl

Chronic Daily Intake, and;

Rf D = Reference Dose

CDl and Rfd are expressed in the sane units and represent the sane exposure period (i.e.,
chronic, subchronic, or short-term.

Future non-carcinogenic risk is estimated as H = 8.6 for current child resident exposed to
off-Site upper unit groundwater. Exposure through ingestion of groundwater is the najor
contributor to the risk. Exposure to Chrom um accounted for the | argest percentage of this
risk. These levels justify renedial action for this Site. The human health risk associ ated
with exposure to surface water and sedi nent are bel ow the Agency's |evel of concern.

6.2 Environnmental Risks

Because | and use on the surrounding properties is zoned for both residential and commerci al
usage, the ecol ogical comunities surrounding the Lexington County Landfill Area Site have been
altered fromtheir natural state.

As a result of the different toxicity of some chemicals to fish and wildlife as conpared with
human receptors, the chemcals of concern for ecol ogi cal assessment were different fromthose
evaluated in the human health risk assessnent.

Both the Least Shrew and the Chi pping Sparrow were sel ected for evaluation as the terrestrial

species likely associated with this Site. The Least Shrew was eval uated for soil and surface
wat er ingestion while the Chipping Sparrow was eval uated for ingestion of plant seed, soil and
surface water.

The results of the environnmental risk assessnment indicate that this Site poses a potenti al
threat to terrestrial life. The contam nants responsible for this risk are presented in Table
6-4. The majority of the estimated risk for terrestrial life is attributed to surface water.

A benthic nacroinvertebrate evaluation was perforned to evaluate the Site's inpact on area
streans. Drought conditions resulted in |ow streamflow which, in turn, adversely affected the
reliability of the study.



G oundwater: Of-Site
Upper Unit Wells

G oundwater: Of-Site
Lower Unit Wlls

Of-Site Upper
Vel ls

Of-Site Lower
Vel ls

Of-Site Upper
Vel ls

Of-Site Lower
Vel ls

On-Site Upper Unit
Vel ls
On-Site Lower Unit
Vel ls

ND - Not Detected or not chosen

N A - Not applicable

TABLE 6-2
HAZARD | NDI CES

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

I NGESTI ON NON- DERVAL DERVAL

OF I NGESTION CF  CONTACT  CONTAC

GROUNDWATER ~ GROUNDWATER WTH W TH
SURFACE  SEDI ME
WATER

Current Child Resident

.5 0.14

.18 N A

Current Youth Resident

.7 0. 09

.12 ND
CQurrent Adult

.6 0. 06

.08 N A

Future Child Resident

. 80 0.22

.4 0.11

(1-6 Years A d)

N A N A

N A N A

(7- 16 Years A d)

0.25 0. 00

0.25 0. 00
Resi dent

N A N A

N A N A

(1-6 Years A d)

N A N A
N A N A
as a chemcal of con



On-Site Upper
Vel ls

On-Site Lower
Vel ls

On-Site Upper
Vel ls

On-Site Lower
Vel ls

TABLE 6-2

HAZARD | NDI CES (conti nued)

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

I NGESTI ON NON- DERVAL

OF I NGESTION OF  CONTACT

GROUNDWATER ~ GROUNDWATER WTH
SURFACE
WATER

DERVAL
CONTAC
W TH

SEDI ME

Future Youth Resident/Visitor (7-16 Years A d)

0.53 0.15 0.25

1.6 0.08 0.25

Future Adult Resident

0.34 0.10 N A

1.04 0.06 N A

ND - Not Detected or not chosen as a chem cal

0.00

0.00

N A

N A

of con



TABLE 6-3
CARCI NOGENI C RI SK

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

I NGESTI ON NON- DERVAL DERVAL

OF I NGESTION CF  CONTACT  CONTAC

GROUNDWATER ~ GROUNDWATER WTH W TH
SURFACE  SEDI ME
WATER

Current Resident (Child, Youth, and Adult)

On-Site Upper Unit 2. 4E- 06 N A 8. 2E- 07 2.7E-0
Vel ls
On-Site Lower Unit 2. 8E-06 1. 4E- 06 8. 2E- 07 2.7E-0
Vel ls
Of-Site Upper Unit ND ND 8. 2E- 07 2.7E.0
Vel ls
Of-Site Lower Unit N A N A 8. 2E- 07 2.7E.0
Vel ls

ND - Not Detected or not chosen as a chem cal of con
N A - Not applicable



TABLE 6-4
TERRESTRI AL LI FE ECOLOA CAL RI SK

Least Chi ppi ng Aquati c Pl ants
Shr ew Spar r ow Life

Al um num X
Bari um

Chr om um

Copper

Iron X
Lead

N cke

Vanadi um X
Zinc X X
Bi s(2- et hyl hexy1l)

phthal ate

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Di met hyl pht hal at e

Hept achl or

Pent achl or ophenol

Pyrene

x X X X X X
X X X X X
x

X

X X X X X

X - Denotes that the concentration of a particular chem cal present
at this Site poses a potential risk for the corresponding
terrestrial wldlife.



Al though the Site poses a potential threat to ecological life, the limted data collected during
the Remedial Investigation does not justify renediation at this tine. Additional sanpling will
be performed during the Renedial Design to confirmthis position. Renedial action will be
perforned should sanpling results indicate such a need

7.0 REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The Feasibility Study (FS) utilized the presunptive renmedy approach for municipal landfills.
Title 40 CF.R Section 300.430(a)(iii)(B) of the NCP contains the expectation that engi neering
controls, such as containnent, will be used where treatnent is inpracticable. The preanble to
the NCP identifies municipal landfills as a type of Site where treatnent of the waste nay be

i npracticabl e because of the size and heterogeneity of the contents (55 Federal Register 8704,
1990). Because treatnment is usually inpracticable for a landfill, EPA considers containnment to
be the appropriate response action, or the "Presunptive Renedy". The presunptive renedy for
CERCLA nunicipal landfill sites relates primarily to containment of the landfill nass and
collection and/or treatnent of landfill gas. Qther neasures to control |eachate, affected
groundwat er, and/or upgradi ent groundwater that are causing saturation of the landfill nass nmay
al so be inplenented as part of the presunptive renedy. The presence of concentrated waste
areas, or "Hot Spots" would require additional characterization, however, no hot spots were
present at this Site. Use of the presunptive remedy also elimnates the need for the initial
identification and screening of alternatives during the feasibility study.

Based on the FS, Baseline R sk Assessnent, and Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requirenents (ARARs), the Renedial Action (ojectives (RAGs) |isted bel ow were established for
the Site. Aternatives were developed with the goal of attaining these Renedial Action

hj ecti ves:

. Prevent ingestion of groundwater containing any carci nogen concentrations above
Federal or State ARARs, or if there is no established ARAR above |evel s which
woul d al |l ow a remai ni ng excess cancer risk greater than 10-6 to 10-4.

. Prevent ingestion of groundwater containing any non-carci nogen concentrati ons above
Federal or State ARARs, or if there is no established ARAR above |evel s which
woul d al | ow an unaccept abl e renai ni ng non-carci nogenic threat (H equal to or
greater than 1.0).

. Prevent the migration of contam nated groundwater to surface waters.

. Prevent inhalation of and explosion potential fromlandfill gas

. Prevent direct and dernal contact wi th, and ingestion of contam nated |andfil
contents.

. Prevent on-Site inhal ation and dermal adsorption of Site-related contam nants, and

mgration of |eachate to surface waters.
. Det ermi ne extent of contam nant concentrations in the surface water and sedi nent.
. Determ ne inpact to ecological life.
7.1 Description of Renedial Alternatives

The technol ogies identified were evaluated on the basis of effectiveness and inplenentability
criteria. Table 7-1 lists those technol ogi es and outlines the conponents of each of the four
(4) renedial alternatives proposed for renediation. Al alternatives include sanpling to

noni tor contam nated groundwater. Additionally, all of the alternatives include Five (5) Year
Revi ews to be conducted during the assuned Thirty (30) year Operations & M ntenance period.
The "O8M cost" included for each alternative refers to the costs of operating and nmai ntai ning
the treatment described in the alternative, for an assunmed period of Thirty (30) years



TABLE 7-1
DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

1. No Action/Mnitoring $1, 408, 553

2. Contai nnment/ Gas Recovery/ $6, 081, 822
Institutional Controls/Mnitoring

3. Containnent/Gas Recovery/ G oundwat er
Extraction and Treatnent/Institutional
Control s/ Monitoring
a. Qoundwater treatnment at POTW $6, 466, 967

b. Goundwater treatnment with $6, 745, 293
di sposal by land irrigation

4. Consol i dation/ Contai nment/ Gas
Recovery/ G oundwat er Extraction and
Treat nent and Di sposal / Monitoring

a. Qoundwater treatnment at POTW $8, 332, 509

b. Goundwater treatnment with $8, 610, 836
di sposal by land irrigation



7.2.1 Aternative 1:
The No Action/Mnitoring alternative is retained as the baseline case for conparison with other
alternatives. No renedial actions would be perfornmed on the nedia of concern at the Site. The

entire Site, as defined during the R, would remain in its present condition

Under the no action/nonitoring alternative, no further action would be taken to contain the

refuse at the Site or control the migration of landfill gas and groundwater. However, schedul ed
mai nt enance of existing cap and operation of the gas extraction systemcould continue. A

noni toring programwoul d be established to nonitor surface water, groundwater and landfill gas
A 30-year performance period is commonly used as the naxi num perfornmance period for no action
alternatives or in cases where the performance period cannot be accurately estimated. It is
assuned that the frequency of nonitoring will be quarterly for two years and then sem -annually
thereafter. It is noted that the Site nonitoring programis the same for all of the

al ternatives.

The nonitoring programwoul d be reeval uated every five (5) years to assess the appropri ateness
of the sanpling program Because hazardous contam nants would remain on-Site, five year reviews
woul d be required under Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. § 9621(c).

Capital Costs: $ 190, 080
Annual O8M Cost s: $ 105, 500
Total Present Worth Costs: $ 1,408,553

7.2.2 Al ternative 2:

In this alternative the Ad Cayce Dunp and the Bray Park Dunp woul d be capped. The existing cap
present at the 321 Landfill would be nodified by including a Geosynthetic day Liner (GCL) and
increasing the existing agricultural soil layer to eighteen (18) inches. The small refuse area
between A d Cayce Dunp and Bray Park Dunp and m scel | aneous refuse spread across portions of

the Site would be consolidated into the Bray Park Dunp and capped. Deed restrictions would al so
protect the integrity of the caps.

The cover for the 321 Landfill would be designed to include a systemto passively collect
landfill gas in the event that the existing gas collection systemis discontinued. Q her
passi ve vents would be installed as needed to minimze the accunul ati on of gasses al ong Route
321 where el evated net hane readi ngs have been neasured

An extensive network of surface water inprovenments woul d be constructed to minimze erosion of

the cover systens and nanage surface water runoff at the Site. The 321 Landfill inprovenents
woul d be nodified to include a perineter drai nage swal e between the upper portion of the 321
Landfill and the toe. The perineter swal e woul d be connected to down-sl ope ditching which would
tieinto a perineter ditching and conveyance systemat the toe of the 321 Landfill. This ditch

woul d be connected to one or nore surface water detention/sedi nentation ponds which woul d

di scharge to existing off-Site drainage features via a culvert or ditch. Surface water runoff
fromRoute 321 and the sout hwest side of the 321 Landfill would be diverted around t he southwest
side of the Add Cayce Dunp.

To address potential exposure to groundwater within the Site boundaries, deed restrictions would
limt the use of groundwater and would apply until nmonitoring results indicated that applicable
drinking water standards had been attai ned. See Section 10.2.2. |f groundwater supplying
currently used private wells of downgradi ent residents or businesses were to becone inpaired due
to mgration of contaminants fromthe Site, an alternative source of water may be necessary. |If
future sanpling results indicated the potential for such an inpact, EPA would notify those

i ndi vi dual s and busi nesses not currently connected to city water that nay be affected. EPA

and/ or Lexi ngton County would al so notify the owners of any known abandoned wells that nmay be

i npacted by such mgration. Goundwater, surface water, and landfill gas nmonitoring for this
alternative would be the same as for Alternative 1.

Capital Costs: $ 3, 555, 860
Annual O8M Cost s: $ 137, 826
Total Present Worth Costs: $ 6,081, 822



7.2.3 Alternative 3:

Alternative 3 will include all of the conponents of Alternative 2 but will also include
groundwat er extraction, treatnment and disposal. This alternative includes two groundwater
treatnent and di sposal options identified in 3a and 3b. Under Alternative 3a, groundwater woul d
be extracted and conveyed to the |ocal POTWfor treatnent and disposal. Alternative 3b includes
on-Site treatnent and | and application of treated groundwater. In both options, groundwater
remediation is limted to the Upper Unit because sufficient data are not available to assess the
extent of contamination in the Lower Unit which mght require renediation. Information will be
coll ected during the Renedial Design to determine if the contamination in the Lower Unit is the
result of poor well construction or a result of systemflow |If contaminants are migrating from
the Upper Unit into the Lower Unit as a result of systemflow, then the extraction systemwill
be nodified to include renmediati on of the Lower Unit.

Alternative 3a would include conveying the extracted groundwater to the Gty of Cayce POTW

|l ocated approxinmately three mles east of the Site. Under this alternative, groundwater would
be collected in a force nmain which would connect with an existing force nmain |ocated
approxinmately 0.5 mle east of the Site. Punp stations would be required to transport the water
through the pipeline to the POTW The water woul d be treated at the POTWand di scharged to
surface water under the POTWs NPDES pernmit. |f necessary, the extracted groundwater woul d
receive pretreatnent prior to transportation to the POTW This option would require a
pretreatnment permt for the Site and nonitoring and reporting would be performed to conply with
the permt requirenents as needed

Capital Costs: $ 3,837, 460
Annual O8M Cost s: $ 140, 386
Total Present Worth Costs: $ 6, 466, 967

Alternative 3b would include conveying the extracted groundwater to an on-Site treatnent system
The objective of the treatnment would be to reduce chem cal concentrations in groundwater to
levels that would nmeet |and application criteria. The water would be applied using an
irrigation systemto nmintain vegetation on the Site cover or to other vegetated areas of the
Site. It is estimated that between 40 to 80 acres of land would be required to dispose of the
treated effluent. The level of treatnent for |land application is generally |less stringent than
requi red under other disposal options because the soil that the water is applied to has the
capacity to further treat the water prior to it reaching the water table. During wet periods
treated water nay require storage in on-Site holding ponds to mnimze runoff of water. This
wat er would then be applied to the ground at a later time using the irrigati on system

Capital Costs: $ 4, 040, 960
Annual O8M Cost s: $ 142, 236
Total Present Worth Costs: $ 6,745,293

7.2.4 Al ternative 4:

Alternative 4 is the same as Alternative 3 except that it includes consolidation of the dd
Cayce Dunp with the Bray Park Dunp. The A d Cayce Dunp is considered a candidate for

consol idation because it is located in a groundwater discharge zone. Under these conditions,
the refuse is partially saturated with groundwater and nay be an ongoi ng source of groundwater
contam nation and/or surface water contam nation (due to groundwater discharge) for an extended
period of tinme. Consolidation would be acconplished using standard techni ques such as
track-mount ed excavators or drag |line equipnent. The excavated material could be tenporarily
stockpiled on-Site prior to consolidation or placed directly in one of the other refuse

areas. The area where the refuse consolidation occurs would then be capped. The area of
excavation woul d be backfilled and covered with top soil

Alternative 4a would be the sane as Alternative 3a except it would include the consolidation
descri bed above

Capital Costs: $ 5, 201, 460
Annual O8M Cost s: $ 152, 786
Total Present Worth Costs: $ 8,332,509



Alternative 4b would be the sane as Alternative 3B except it would include the consolidation
descri bed above

Capital Costs: $ 5, 404, 960
Annual O8M Cost s: $ 154, 636
Total Present Worth Costs: $ 8,610, 836

8.0 SUWMVARY COF COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The four alternatives were eval uated based upon the nine (9) criteria set forthin 40 CF.R 8§
300.430(€e)(9) of the NCP. In this section, brief sumaries of how the alternatives were judged
agai nst these nine criteria are presented. Also included is a description of the criteria.

8.1 Threshold Criteria

I mpl erentation of an alternative nmust result in attainnent of the following two (2) threshold
criteria before it can be sel ected.

1. Overall protection of human health and the environnent addresses whether the alternative

wi Il adequately protect human health and the environment fromthe risks posed by the Site
Included in judgenent of conpliance with this criterion is an assessnent of how and whet her the
risks will be properly elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering
controls, and/or institutional controls.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would not achieve protection of human health and the environnent.
Risks identified in the Baseline R sk Assessment would continue to exist. Alternative 2

(Contai nment) would produce |imted protection by preventing hunan contact wi th contam nated
groundwat er by restricting aquifer and property usage. Alternative 3 (Contai nment/ G oundwat er
Extraction) woul d achi eve a noderate degree of protection. Further mgration of the groundwater
contam nants woul d be prevented, and groundwater woul d be extracted and di scharged to POTW or
treated on-Site for land application. Alternative 4 (Contai nnent/ G oundwat er
Extracti on/ Consol i dati on) woul d provide the highest degree of protection by reducing the

volume of waste in contact with groundwater thereby reducing the anount of contam nation

| eaching to groundwat er

2. Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) addresses
whether an alternative will neet all of the requirenents of Federal and State environmental |aws
and regul ations and/or justifies a waiver froman ARAR The specific ARARs which will govern
the selected remedy are listed and described in Section 10, Selected Renedy. Section 10

i ncludes a di scussion of chem cal -specific and acti on-specific ARARs. There are no known

| ocation-specific ARARs for the Site.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not neet their respective groundwater ARARs, specifically the MCLs

at the conpletion of the remedial activities. Alternatives 3 and 4 involve an extracti on scheme
whi ch woul d recover and treat groundwater, therefore achieving conpliance with the groundwater
ARARS.

8.2 Primary Balancing Criteria

Five (5) criteria were used to weigh the strengths and weaknesses anong alternatives, and to
sel ect one of the alternatives, once the threshold criteria were net.

1. Long termeffectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of the alternative to naintain
reliable protection of human health and the environnent over tine, once the renediation goals
have been net.

Alternatives 1 (No Action) and 2 (Containment) would not neet this criterion. Contami nation
level s for groundwater would not be adequately addressed. Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d achi eve
and naintain a high degree of effectiveness and pernmanence. |If inplenented successfully,
Alternative 4 (Consolidation of Ad Cayce Dunp with the Bray Park Dunp) woul d achi eve the

hi ghest degree of effectiveness and pernmanence through renoval of waste which acts as a source
of contam nation to groundwater



2. Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune addresses the anticipated perfornmance of the
treatnent technol ogies that an alternative nay enploy. The 1986 anendnent to CERCLA, the

Super fund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA), directs that, when possible, EPA should
choose a treatnent process that pernanently reduces the level of toxicity of site contam nants
elimnates or reduces their mgration anay fromthe site, and/or reduces their volune on a site

Alternatives 1 (No Action) and 2 woul d not neet this criterion since no treatnent woul d occur
Alternatives 3 (G oundwater Treatnent) and 4 (Consolidation) woul d achi eve varying degrees of
nobility and toxicity reduction. Because EPA considers contai nnent to be the appropriate
response action for the landfill nass and collection and/or treatnent of landfill gas, none of
the alternatives were intended to reduce waste vol une.

3. Short-termeffectiveness refers to the length of tine needed to achieve protection, and the
potential for adverse effects to human health or the environnment posed by inplenentation of the
remedy, until the renediation goals are achi eved

O the alternatives that achi eve chem cal -specific ARARs (Alternatives 3 and 4), Alternative 3
(G oundwater Treatnment) affords the greatest level of short-termprotection because it presents
the least disturbance to the Site. Alternative 4 could rel ease anounts of volatile enissions
duri ng consolidation but should be nanageabl e t hrough standard construction practices

4. Inplenmentability considers the technical and administrative feasibility of an alternative
including the availability of nmaterials and services necessary for inplenentation.

I npl erentation is not a concern for Alternative 1 (No Action), since no actions woul d be

inpl enented. The renmining alternatives are inplenmentabl e using proven technol ogies. The
services and naterials required for these alternatives would be readily available on relatively
short noti ce.

5. Cost includes both the capital (investrment) costs to inplenent an alternative, plus the

| ong-term O8&M expendi tures applied over a projected period of operation. The total present
worth cost for each of the five (5) alternatives is presented in Table 7-1. O the alternatives
that achi eve chem cal -specific ARARs (Alternatives 3 and 4), Alternative 3a is the |least costly
alternative.

8.3 Mdifying Oriteria

State acceptance and comunity acceptance are two (2) additional criteria that are considered in
sel ecting a renedy, once public comment has been received on the Proposed Pl an

1. State acceptance: The State of South Carolina concurs with the selection of Alternative 4a
the preferred alternative outlined in the proposed plan. South Carolina's letter of concurrence
is provided in Appendix A to this ROD

2. Comunity acceptance During the Proposed Plan public nmeeting, held on April 14, 1994, EPA
presented its preferred alternative, Alternative 4a, for the renediation of the Site. The public
comrent period opened on April 6, 1994, and closed on June 6, 1994. Comments expressed at the
public neeting are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary attached as Appendix B to this ROD.

9.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consi deration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed anal ysis of
alternatives and public and state comments, EPA has selected a renmedy that addresses
contam nation at this Site. The selected renedy for this Site is Alternative 4a

Consol i dati on/ Cont ai nment/ Gas Recovery/ Groundwat er Extracti on and Treatnent and D sposal at
POTW Moni t ori ng.

This alternative will include excavation of Add Cayce Dunp, waste area Nunber 3, and

m scel | aneous refuse spread across portions of the Site for consolidation with the Bray Park
Dump. Since consolidation will take place within the sane area of contam nation (AQCC, such
consolidation will not constitute placenent of wastes under RCRA and will not, therefore
trigger RCRA Land D sposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268). Consolidation will renove the
portion of waste located within the groundwater discharge area thereby reduci ng the source of



contami nation for the groundwater

Fol | owi ng consolidation, this waste area will be capped and the surface of the cap contoured or
terraced to address erosion problens. The existing cap present at the 321 Landfill wll be
nmodi fied as fol |l ows:

1) A Ceosynthetic day Layer (GCL) will be added to the existing cover. The existing
agricultural layer will be increased to eighteen (18) inches to support vegetative
gr ow h.

2) The surface terrain will be designed in a nanner to reduce soil erosion beyond current
| evel s. Pernmanent engineered run-on and run-off systens shall be constructed as a
part of the cap/cover system The run-on and run-off controls shall be designed for
at least a fifty (50) year rainfall event.

The cap design for the dd Bray Park Dunp, to include the consolidated waste area, will neet or
exceed the perfornmance standards of the nodified cap design for the 321 Landfill in terns of
ability to reduce infiltration. Capping should greatly reduce the volune of rainfal
infiltration into the waste di sposal areas thereby mnimzing the production of |eachate and/or
contam nated groundwater. Capping will also prevent direct-and dermal contact wth, and

i ngestion of, contam nated waste di sposal area contents. Deed restrictions limting both the
di sturbance of the cap and the use of groundwater beneath the 321 Landfill would also further
protect the integrity of the cap

A groundwat er/ | eachate collection systemwi |l be installed to intercept and coll ect contam nated
liquids mgrating fromthe Site. This will prevent contamnated liquids frommgrating to
off-Site groundwater and/or discharging into surface waters at concentrations above acceptabl e
heal th and ecol ogical levels. To address potential exposure to groundwater within the Site
boundaries, deed restrictions would Iimt the use of groundwater and would apply unti

nmonitoring results indicated that applicable drinking water standards had been attained

Private | andowners with known abandoned wells that may be affected by any groundwater migration
fromthe Site would al so be notified. As part of the Renedial Design, sufficient additiona
groundwat er, surface water, and sedinent data shall be collected to achieve the follow ng

obj ecti ves:

A Verify the extent of contamination present in the lower aquifer. This will include
i dentifying how contam nated groundwater fromthe upper aquifer is mgrating into the
lower aquifer. Information will be collected during the Renedial Design to determne if

the contamnation in the Lower Unit is the result of poor well construction or a result of
systemflow |f contaminants are mgrating fromthe Upper Unit into the Lower Unit as a
result of systemflow, then the extraction systemw || be nodified to include renediation
of the Lower Unit.

B. Delineate the extent of contam nation in the surface water and sedinent. This will
include identifying the sources and pathways for contam nant migration into the on-Site
tributaries.

C. Determne the ecol ogical inpact fromcontam nated surface water and sedi nents.
A landfill gas extraction systemoperates on an intermttent basis at the 321 Landfill.

Operation of the existing systemis expected to continue for the foreseeable future, but the
cover for the waste disposal areas will be designed to include gravel trenches to passively

collect landfill gas in the event that the current operation ceases. The vent pipes installed
within the nodified 321 Landfill cap would be utilized to collect the gas once the current
landfill gas extraction systemis no |onger operational. Qher passive vents will be installed

as needed to minimze the accunul ati on of gasses al ong Route 321 where el evated LEL readi ngs
have been neasured. This systemwould prevent inhalation and expl osion potential fromlandfil
gas.

9.1 Waste Performance Standards

The dd Cayce Dunp contains a variety of wastes. The renediation objective for this waste
di sposal area is to control the mgration of contamnants fromthe waste and fill nmaterial to



t he surroundi ng groundwat er by excavati on, consolidation/containment of the waste material .

During the Renedial Action process, the areal linmts of the debris excavation shall be

determ ned by visual observation. Soil sanmpling will then be perfornmed within the excavated
area. Oriteria governing a decision concerning acceptabl e excavation levels will be considered
during the Renedial Design.

9.2 GQGoundwater Perfornance Standards

G oundwat er concentrati ons protective of hunman health and the environnent were based on MCLs or
the Site-specific risk calculations fromthe Baseline R sk Assessnent. The groundwat er

remedi ati on goals bel ow shall be the performance standards for groundwater extraction/

renmedi ation. Goundwater shall be extracted until these maxi num concentration |levels are

attai ned. The follow ng groundwat er cleanup goals are based on State and Federal standards,
referred to as Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MILs).

ORGANI CS CLEANUP GQALS
Benzene 5 ug/l

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 4 ug/ 1l

Br onodi chl or onet hane 100 ug/1

1, 4- D chl or obenzene 75 ug/ 1

1, 1- D chl or oet hene 7 ug/l

1, 2-Di chl or oet hane 5 ug/l

Met hyl ene Chl ori de 5 ug/l

Tet rachl or oet hene 5 ug/l

Tri chl or oet hene 5 ug/l

Vinyl Chloride 2 ug/l

I NORGANI CS CLEANUP GQALS
Arsenic 50 ug/1
Beryllium 4 ug/1l

Chr om um 100 ug/1

N ckel 100 ug/1

Cadm um 5 ug/l

Bari um 2000 ug/ 1

The followi ng groundwater cleanup | evels are based upon toxicol ogical data reviewed by EPA for

contam nants which do not have MCLs. These cleanup |levels are protective of hunman heal th under
the nost stringent exposure scenario; future potential ingestion of contam nated groundwater by
a child. These cleanup |evels are:

I NORGANI CS CLEANUP GQALS
Lead 15 ug/ 1*
Manganese 180 ug/1
Vanadi um 70 ug/ 1

Zinc 3000 ug/1

* The level for lead is an action level and is not an MCL nor a PRG

These cl eanup | evels are based upon Prelimnary Renediation Goals (PRG) identified in the FS,
adj usted for exposure to a child. The PRGs presented in the FS for vanadi um (256 ug/1l) and zinc
(11,000 ug/1) were initially derived for an adult.

9.3 Conpliance Testing

The sel ected renmedy will include groundwater extraction for an undeterm ned period, during which
the systemis performance will be carefully nonitored on a regul ar basis and adj usted as
warranted by the performance data collected during operation. Mdification may include any or
all of the follow ng:



. di scontinuati on of punping at individual wells where cleanup goals have been

att ai ned;
. alternation of punping at wells to elimnate stagnation points
. pul se punping to allow aquifer equilibration and encourage adsorbed contam nants to

partition into groundwater; and

. installation of additional extraction wells to facilitate or accel erate cleanup of
t he contam nant pl ure.

To insure that cleanup goals continue to be attained, the aquifer will be nonitored at those
wel I's where punping has ceased on a regul ar periodic basis, follow ng discontinuation of
groundwat er extraction. The intervals between groundwater sanpling/analysis events will be
established in the Rermedial Action Wrk Plan.

The decision to invoke any or all of these neasures nay be nade during a periodic review of the
remedi al action (Five Year Review), which will occur at five year intervals in accordance
with CERCLA Section 121(c), 42 U S.C. § 9621(c).

9.4 Monitor Site Goundwater and Surface \Water

Begi nning with initiation of the Renedial Design, groundwater and surface water sanples shall be
coll ected and anal yzed on a regul ar schedul e as described in Section 7.2.1. Analytica

paraneters for groundwater and surface water sanples will include the known Site contam nants of
concern. The specific wells to be sanpled and met hodol ogy for sanple collection will be

determ ned during renedial design. Surface water sanples will be collected, at a mnimum from
the unnaned tributary at one upstream | ocation and one downstream | ocation as necessary to
nonitor the contam nation. The analytical data generated fromthe sanpling events established
for groundwater will be used to track the concentrations and novernent of groundwater

contam nants until a long-termSite nonitoring plan is inplenented in the renmedial action phase

10.0 STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renmedy for this Site nmeets the statutory requirenents set forth at Section 121 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 9621. This section states that the remedy nust protect human health and the
environnent; neet ARARs (unl ess waived); be cost-effective; use permanent sol utions, and
alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es to the maxi mum ext ent
practicable; and finally, wherever feasible, enploy treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nmobility
or volune of the contam nants. The follow ng section discusses howthe renedy fulfills these
requi renents.

10.1 Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The selected remedy will elimnate, reduce, or control risks posed through each pathway by neans
of treatnment and inplenmentation of engineering controls and deed restrictions and thus ensure
adequat e protection of human health and the environment. Potential risks will be either

el imnated, reduced, or controlled by the renedial action

The installation of a cap will minimze the anount of |eachate generated and will place a
barri er between the contam nated waste di sposal areas and the surface soils such that surface
water will not be allowed to percolate through the contam nated waste di sposal areas. The
installation of a groundwater collection systemw |l contain contam nated groundwater plunme and
| eachate preventing their mgration off-Site.

The exi sting nethane gas recovery systemwi |l be expanded to contain all portions of the nethane
pl ume which presents an unacceptable risk. During the remedi al design the nethane plume

will be further delineated.

Site future risks will be reduced to within the 10-6 to 10-4 range for carci nogens and the
Hazard Indices total for non-carcinogens will be less than 1.0

10.2 Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)



ARARs are "applicable" requirenents, intended to specifically address a site or circunstances
found at a site and "rel evant and appropriate" requirenents that, while not legally applicable
to the site, address situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at a site, such that
their use is well suited to the site. See 40 CF.R Section 300.5. Thus, when establishing
criteria for ensuring the proper inplenentation of a renedial action, EPA and the State of South
Carol i na have agreed to consider a nunber of procedures that are relevant and appropriate, if
not legally applicable

10. 2.1 Consolidation/ Gas Recovery

The sel ected alternative consists of closure of the fornmerly permtted 321 Landfill in
accordance with SCDHEC and RCRA regul ati ons governing Subtitle DIlandfill closures, along with a
sanpling programto nonitor groundwater, surface water, and landfill gas. Alternative 4ais

designed to neet the applicable or rel evant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs). The Federa
ARARs include the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USCA Section 6901 et seq and
40 CFR Part 264) and the Clean Air Act (42 USCA Section 7401 et seq and rel evant sections of 40
CFR Part 50 and 61).

Title 40 CF.R Section 264.310, pronul gated pursuant to RCRA, specifies the perfornance-based
requirenents for a cover at conpletion of landfill construction. The cover systemfor the
landfill will be a cap and cover systemas described in 40 C F.R Sections 264.117 through

264. 120, 264.228(a), 264.310(a) and 264.310(b) and will conply with the relevant and appropriate
RCRA regul ations. Thus the cap will minimze migration of liquid through the landfill, function
wi th m ni num mai nt enance, pronote surface drainage, minimze erosion, mnimze | eachate
generation, accombdate settling, and be |l ess than the perneability of natural subsoils present.
Surface water control addressing run-on and run-off are outlined in 40 C F.R Sections 264.251
264. 273, and 264.301 and woul d al so be considered rel evant and appropri ate.

After construction is conpleted, the substantive nonitoring and mai nt enance requirenents
contained in 40 C F.R Section 264.117 through 264.120 will be conducted. After the closure
activities have concluded, a survey plat, as prescribed in 40 C F. R Section 264.116, indicating
the location and di mensions of the disposal area will be submitted to the I ocal zoning
authority, or to the authority with jurisdiction over local |and use, and to EPA Region |V.
Title 40 CF.R Sections 264.117(c) and 264. 258 addresses post-closure care use of property to
prevent danage to the cover and woul d be consi dered rel evant and appropri ate.

The dean Air Act (CAA) identifies and regulates pollutants that could be rel eased during
earth-noving activities associated with the consolidation of waste di sposal areas. Section 109
of the CAA outlines the pollutants for which National Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been
establ i shed. Section 112, of the CAA identifies pollutants for which there are no pertinent
Anbient Air Quality Standards. The CAA, Sections 109 and 112, is an ARAR and will be conplied
with during inplermentation of the selected remedy and woul d be considered applicable for this
Site. Section 101 of the CAA woul d be applicable as it serves as the basis for odor regul ations
fromair pollution emssions. Title 40 CF. R Parts 52 and 61 would al so be applicabl e by
requiring an estinmation of em ssion rates for each pollutant expected, and verification that

em ssions of nercury, vinyl chloride, and benzene do not exceed hazardous air pollution

regul ations. SC Reg. 61-62, South Carolina Air Pollution Control Regul ations and Standards,
promul gated pursuant to the S.C. Pollution Control Act, SC Code of Laws, 1976, as anended woul d
also apply to this Site

If druns or other hazardous naterial are discovered during the consolidation of the waste

di sposal areas, the hazardous nmaterial would be transported off-Site for disposal. Title 49
CF.R Parts 107, 171-179, promnul gated under the authority of the Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act would be applicable in regulating the |abeling, packaging, placarding, and
transport of hazardous naterials off-Site

Title 40 CF.R Parts 261.3 and 262. 20, pronul gated under the authority of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act which govern the identification, transportation, and nanifesting
requi renents of hazardous wastes in addition to closure and groundwater nonitoring requirenents
woul d be considered applicable to this Site. The |and disposal restrictions in 40 CF. R Part
268.8 and South Carolina Hazardous Waste Managenment Regul ations 61-79.268 would not apply in
consideration of Corrective Action Managenment Units Sections 260.10 and 270.2



Title 40 C.F.R Section 403.5 requires that pollutants which are discharged to a POTWwi | |
require a pretreatnment permt and woul d be considered applicable to this Site. Specific
prohibitions will also apply to the discharge of pollutants in a POTW Discharge of treated
groundwater to the POTWshall conply with all applicable industrial pretreatnment standards, as
well as any other effluent standards or limts established by EPA

10. 2.2 G oundwat er

G oundwat er renedi ation shall conply with all noted applicable portions of the follow ng Federal
and State of South Carolina regul ations:

SC Reg. 61-58, South Carolina Primary Drinking Water Regul ati ons, pronul gated pursuant to the
Safe Drinking Water Act, SC Code of Laws, 1976, as anended. These regul ations are rel evant and
appropriate as renediation criteria.

40 CF. R § 403.5, CMA Pretreatnment Standards (CWA 8 307), pronulgated under the authority of
the dean Water Act regul ates di scharges of water to POT'W and woul d be applicable to this Site.

SC Reg., Section G of 61-68, Cass Descriptions and Specific Standards for G oundwaters, South
Carolina Water d assifications and Standards, pronul gated pursuant to the Pollution Control Act,
SC Code of Laws, 1976, as anmended. These regul ations establish classifications for water use,
and set standards for protecting state groundwater.

SC Reg. 61-71, South Carolina Well Standards and Regul ations, pronul gated under the Safe
Drinking Water Act, SC Code of Laws, 1976, as anended. Standards for well construction,

| ocation and abandonnent are established for remedial work at environmental or hazardous waste
sites.

40 CF. R Parts 141-143, National Prinmary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards, pronul gated
under the authority of the Safe Drinking Water Act establishes acceptabl e nmaxi mum | evels of
nurer ous substances in public drinking water supplies. Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) and
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level Goals (MCLGs) are specifically identified in the NCP as renedi al
action objectives for groundwater that is a current or potential source of drinking water supply
(NCP 40 CF R 8 300.430(a)(1)(ii)(F). Therefore, MlLs and MCLGs are rel evant and appropriate
as criteria for groundwater renediation at this Site.

40 CF. R Part 50, pronul gated under the authority of the dean Air Act. This regulation
includes the National Anbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and establishes a national baseline
of anbient air quality levels. The state regulation which inplenents this regulation, South
Carolina Reg. 62-61, is applicable to the consolidation/containnent/gas control/ and

groundwat er portion of the remedy.

Various materials to be considered (TBC) were utilized in the Baseline R sk Assessnent and in
the Feasibility Study. Because cleanup standards were established based on these docunents,
they are considered TBC. In the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, TBC material included information
concerning toxicity of, and exposure to, Site contam nants. TBC nmaterial included the Integrated
Ri sk Information System (IRIS), Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tabl es (HEAST), and ot her EPA
gui dance as specified in the Baseline R sk Assessnent. Qher TBC material include the

foll owi ng:

Nati onal Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Adm nistrati on (NOAA) ER-L/ER-M Val ues i nclude gui delines that
wer e devel oped as screening criteria for sediment contam nation in surface water bodies, and
are based on toxicity to aquatic life.

Revi sed Procedures for Planning and Inplenenting Of-Site Response Actions, OSVWER Directive
9834. 11, June 1988. This directive, often referred to as "the of f-Slte policy," requires EPA
personnel to take certain neasures before CERCLA wastes are sent to any facility for treatnent,
storage, or disposal. EPA personnel nust verify that the facility to be used is operating in
conpliance with 8§ 3004 and § 3005 of RCRA, as well as all other Federal and State regulations
and requirenents. Also, the permt under which the facility operates nust be checked to ensure
that it authorizes (1) the acceptance of the type of wastes to be sent, and (2) the type of
treatnent to be perforned on the wastes.



Quidelines for Gound Water Use and d assification, EPA Gound Water Protection Strategy, U S
EPA, 1986. This docunment outlines EPA's policy of considering a Site's groundwater
classification in evaluating possible renedial response actions.

Al on-Site excavation work shall conply with 29 CF. R 8 1910.120, the OCSHA health and safety
requirenents applicable to renmedial activities. Al treatnment and di sposal shall conply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs), as cited above.

Remedi al design often includes the discovery and use of unforeseeable, but necessary,

requi renents, which result fromthe planning and investigation inherent in the design process
itself. Therefore, during design of the source control or groundwater conponent of the selected
remedy, EPA may, through a forrmal ROD nodification process such as an Expl anati on of Significant
Di fferences or a ROD Anendnent, elect to designate further ARARs which are applicable, or

rel evant and appropriate, to this renedy.

10. 3 Cost effectiveness

Anong the alternatives that are protective of human health and the environnment and conply with
ARARs, the selected alternative is the nost cost-effective choice because it uses a treatnent
technol ogy to address the waste di sposal area which is acting as a source of contam nation for
the groundwater. This approach will reduce the volune of groundwater that will need to be
treat ed.

The selected renedy is cost-effective because it has been determ ned to provi de overal
effectiveness proportioned to its costs (present worth = $8,332,509). Table 7-1 conpares
estinmated costs associated with all four alternatives. Alternative 4 is the only alternative
that will actively reduce the generation of |eachate and contam nated groundwater. Alternative
4a is the nost cost-effective choice because the use of the POTWoption is the nost
cost-effective neans to dispose of the treated groundwater

10.4 Utilization of permanent solutions, and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource
recovery technol ogi es to the naxi num extent practicable

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch pernanent
sol utions and treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner

Based upon the information presented, the selected renmedy will protect surface water and
groundwater quality by reducing infiltration and | eachate production. It provides the best
bal ance anong all nine (9) evaluation criteria, with the followi ng being the nost inportant
considerations for the Site:

1. Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents for solid waste |andfil
cl osure

2. Availability of equipnent and naterials;
3. Cost of construction, O & M

4, Elimnation of rain water infiltration and, thus, reduction in the volune of |eachate and
contam nated groundwat er rel eased to the environnent; and

5. Continued nonitoring to ensure the remedy continues to be protective of human health and the
envi ronnent .

10.5 Preference for treatnment as a principal renedy el enent:

The sel ected renmedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent because treatnent of
landfill waste, other than groundwater and |eachate, is considered inpractical. The renedy
does not include treatnment of any contam nated landfill waste matrix. Treatnment of the source
of contam nation (the entire waste disposal areas) is technically inpracticable, because of

the large volune of material, the known heterogeneity of the naterial, and the | ow average
contam nant concentrations believed to be present. The feasibility of treating isolated
heavily contam nated areas is in question, because the nature and extent of anomal ous



contamination within the fill area has not been quantified and would be very difficult {and
costly) to quantify.

11.0 DOCUMENTATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan was rel eased for public comment in April 1994. It identified Alternative 4a,
Consol i dati on/ Cont ai nment/ Gas Recovery/ Groundwat er Extracti on and Treatnent and D sposal at
POTWas the preferred alternative. This alternative involved capping the 321 Landfill with an
Fl exi bl e Menbrane Liner to reduce infiltration of water. During the public comment period,

new i nformati on indicated that the use of a Geosynthetic Cay Liner would be nore efficient and
cost effective in preventing infiltration while achieving the sane results. In addition,

suppl emental watering would be critical for maintaining a vegetative cover on the capped areas.
A portion of the recovered groundwater will be pretreated and then utilized to naintain

veget ati ve cover.



APPENDI X A

STATE OF SQUTH CARCLI NA

LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

South Carolina Commi ssioner: Do
DHEC
Department of Health and Environmental Control Board: Richard E
John H Burriss
2600 Bull Street, Colunbia, SC 29201 Robert J.

M Hull, Jr., MD
Sandra J.

Sept enber 20, 1994

John H. Hanki nson, Jr.
Regi onal Admi ni strat or
U S EPA Region IV
345 Courtland Street
Atlanta, GA 30365

RE: Lexington County Landfill Superfund Site - Record of Decision
Dear M. Hankinson:

The Department has reviewed the Draft Record of Decision (ROD), dated Septenber 1, 1994, for the Lexington
County Landfill site and concurs with the selected renedial alternative. In concurring with this ROD, the
South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) does not waive any right or authority
it may have under federal or state law. SCDHEC reserves any right and authority it may have to require
corrective action in accordance with the South Carolina Hazardous Waste Managerment Act and the South Carolina
Pol lution Control Act. These rights include, but are not limted to, the right to ensure that all necessary
permts are obtained, all clean-up goals and criteria are nmet, and to take a separate action in the event
clean-up goals and criteria are not nmet. Nothing in the concurrence shall preclude SCDHEC from

exercising any adm nistrative, |legal and equitable renedies available to require additional response actions
in the event that: (1)(a) previously unknown or undetected conditions arise at the site, or (b) SCDHEC

recei ves additional information not previously avail able concerning the prem ses upon which SCDHEC relied in
concurring with the selected renedial alternative; and (2) the inplenentation of the renedial alternative
selected in the RODis no |longer protective of public health and the environment.

The State concurs with the sel ected source renedi ation alternative of consolidation and cappi ng of the waste
areas with deed restrictions for protection of the cap and the restriction of groundwater use beneath the
site for drinking purposes, and with the sel ected groundwater remedi ation alternative of extraction,
pretreatment, if necessary, and discharge to the local POTW In addition, the State concurs with the
decision to collect and vent nethane gas. The State also concurs with the proposals for additional sanpling
of surface water and sedinent, and for nonitoring of groundwater, surface water, sedinment, and landfill gas
to determne the effectiveness of the remedial action.

State concurrence on this remedial alternative is based on the alternative nmeeting all applicable clean-up
criteria. Concurrence is also contingent upon the results of the additional investigative work to be
conpl eted during the Renedi al Design phase. Depending on the results of the investigative work, an

Expl anation of Significant Differences (ESD) and/or ROD Anendnent may be required. An ESD and/or RCD
Anendnent woul d require State concurrence.

Si ncerely,

R Lewi s Shaw, P.E.

Deputy Conmmi ssi oner

Envi ronmental Quality Control

cc: Hartsill Truesdal e
Keith Lindl er
Gary Stewart
Ji m Bowran
Lewi s Bedenbaugh



APPENDI X B
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
LEXI NGTON CQUNTY LANDFI LL AREA SUPERFUND SI TE
10.0 THE RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
10.1 OVERVI EW

During the April 14, 1994, public nmeeting, EPA presented the Proposed Plan and solicited
questions fromthe public. Conmmunity interest has been significant followi ng the decision by
the Lexi ngton County Council to finance the RI/FS. Gtizens have been and continue to be
concerned about the quality of groundwater and surface water associated with the Site.

10. 2 RESPONSES TO COMVENTS RECEI VED DURI NG PUBLI C COMVENT PERI CD

Comment No. 1: The newspaper announcenent appearing in The State, April 6, 1994, indicated that
the Administrative Record was available for reviewat the RM Smth Branch Library.

EPA Response to Comment: The correct location was, and still is, the Cayce-Wst Col unbia
Library. The Proposed Plan fact sheet mailed on April 8, 1994, did indicate the correct
library. An announcenent was al so nade during the public nmeeting on April 14, 1994, to address
this error.

Commrent No. 2: One resident felt that the list of PRPs was avail abl e only upon specific request
from EPA.

EPA Response to Comment: The |list of potentially responsible parties has been available at the
information repository since July 9, 1992. This list was al so nentioned during the public
information neeting held on July 14, 1992.

Commrent No. 3: Several residents have expressed concern over Lexington County's decision to
fund the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and the Renedi al Design/ Renedial Action. They
have the perception that EPAis only allowing the County to fund these activities and that the
other PRPs will not be held responsible for this Site.

Response to Comment: EPA views every PRP as being responsible for the investigation and cl eanup

of hazardous waste Sites. 1In the case of the Lexington County Landfill Area Site, the County,
by letter dated January 16, 1992, indicated to EPA that it desired to negotiate the RI/FS at
this Site. In that sane letter, the County al so stated:

This letter is further notice to you that the County of
Lexi ngton does al so desire a Consent Order for conducting
the remedial work that is deemed to be needed at the Site.

The fundi ng i ssue has been di scussed during both the public informati on neeting and the Proposed
Pl an public nmeeting, with representatives fromthe Lexington County Council present to answer

questions fromthe public.

Comment No. 4: The SC DHEC expressed concern that the Renedial Mnitoring well sanpling network
include wells in both the Upper Unit and the Lower Unit.

Response to Comment: All proposed Renedial Mnitoring for each alternative considered was based
upon the collection of groundwater fromwells |located in both the Upper Unit and the Lower Unit.

Commrent No. 5: Concern was expressed by SC DHEC that the conposite barrier cap be designed in
accordance with State Regul ati on 61-107.258.60. This regulation requires that the cap consi st
of the follow ng | ayers:

a. Gas managenent |ayer or |layers, or other design, as necessary;

b. Ei ghteen (18) inches of soil with a perneability of 1 x 105 centineters per



second, and capabl e of providing a suitable foundation for the flexible nenbrane
l'i ner;

c. A 20-m| flexible nenbrane liner (FM.) with a maxi num perneability equal to or
| ess than the bottomliner system if HDPE is used as the FM., then a sixty (60)
m | thickness is required

d. A drainage |ayer, and;
e. A mnimumof two (2) feet of soil capable of supporting native vegetation

SC DHEC stated that they would consider alternate cap designs only if adequate information is
provided to denonstrate that these designs neet or exceed perfornance standards based on State
Regul ation 61-107.258.60., as opposed to Subtitle D requirenments. Furthernmore, the use of a
geotextile as a substitute for the drainage | ayer nust provi de adequate stability for the
overlying soil layer. This may also require the use of a geonet. The substitution of the

ei ghteen inch (18) soil layer with bentonite natting woul d not provide an adequate foundation
for the overlying flexible menbrane |iner

Response to Comment: Subsequent di scussions with SC DHEC and Lexington County led to the

devel opnent of an FS Addendum This Addendum eval uated ten (10) landfill cover alternatives for
use at this Site. The prinary objectives were the reduction of water infiltration, the

contai nnent of waste, and elimnating direct exposure of waste to the surface area. The
Addendum i dentified Design #8, a Geosynthetic O ay Layer conbined with an increase in the
agricultural layer to eighteen (18) inches, as the nost efficient and cost effective |andfil
cover for this Site.

Comment No. 6: The SC DHEC requested that an expl anation be given regarding the om ssion of
saturated or "wet" sedinent sanple S 4 fromthe cal cul ati on of the exposure point concentrations
for the Least Shrew (dry sedinent sanples were used in R sk Assessnent cal cul ations for the
Least shrew).

Response to Comment: The Least Shrew resides in dry areas and woul d not be expected to have any
extensive contact with saturated sedi nents.



APPENDI X C

PROPOSED PLAN FOR LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA SUPERFUND SI TE

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

SUPERFUND PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET

LEXI NGTON CCOUNTY LANDFI LL AREA
SUPERFUND SI TE

CAYCE, LEXI NGTON COUNTY, SOUTH CARCLI NA

APRI L 1994
I NTRODUCTI ON
The United States Environmental PUBLI C MEETI NG
Protecti on Agency (EPA), is proposing
a cleanup plan, referred to as the Date: April 14, 19
preferred alternative, in response to
contami nation at the Lexington County Tine: 7:00 p.m
Landfill Area Superfund Site (the Site)
located in Cayce, Lexington County, Pl ace: Davis Eene
Sout h Carol i na. 2305 Frink
Cayce, SC
This Proposed Pl an sumari zes the
cl eanup net hods and technol ogi es information subnitted to
evaluated in the Site's Feasibility Study that tinme has been revie
(FS). EPA is publishing this Proposed consi dered. EPA encoura
Plan to provide an opportunity for the participation by provid
public's review and comment on all the opportunity for the pub
cl eanup options, known as renedial on the proposed renedi a
alternatives, considered for the Site, As a result of such comm
and to initiate a thirty (30) day public may nodify or change its
comrent period, fromApril 6, 1994, to alternative for the Site
May 6, 1994, during which EPA will
recei ve comments on this Proposed This fact sheet summariz
Plan and the RI/FS reports. EPA in that is explained in gre
consultation with South Carolina Remedi al I nvestigation (
Departnment of Heal th and dat ed February 1994, and
Environnmental Control, will select a Ri sk Assessment, dated M
remedy for the Site only after the and the FS, dated March

comrent period has ended and all docunents and all other



Lexi ngton County Landfill
Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet

by EPA to nake the proposal specified
bel ow are contained in the Infornmation
Reposi tory/ Adm ni strative Record for
this Site. EPA encourages the public to
review this information to better
understand the Site and the Superfund
process. The infornation
repository/admnistrative record is
avai |l abl e for public review during
normal working hours, locally at the
Cayce-West Col unbi a Branch Library

1500 Augusta Road, West Col unbi a,

South Carolina, or in the Record Center
at EPA's office in Atlanta, Georgia.
Words appearing in bold italicized print
within this docunent

<I MG SRC 0494188H>

are defined in the gloss
begi ns on page 10.

RESULTS OF THE REMEDI AL
I NVESTI GATI ON

The Site consists of fiv
includes the 321 Landfil
nmuni ci pal landfill), the
Dunmp, and the Bray Park

1). State and Federal s
been conducted on this S
1975. A Renedi al Invest
Feasibility Study perfor
t hrough 1993 under the d
EPA identified the follo

Waste Disposal Areas: W
areas consist of the 321



Lexi ngton County Landfill
Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet

Bray Park Dunp, the dd Cayce Dunp,
and a separate area between the Bray
Park Dunp and the dd Cayce Dunp
(Figure 1). Test pits were excavated
al ong the suspected perineters of each
dunp. Donestic trash and
construction debris were observed in
test pits excavated within the
perineters of the two dunps.

Met hane Gas Plune: The |ocations of
potential receptors of nethane gas and
t he nethane survey stations are
illustrated in Figure 2. The highest
concentration of nethane (43% of the
Lower Explosive Limts or 22,790 ppm
was detected at survey station SV-34
al ong Route 321. Methane was

<I M5 SRC 0494188I >

detected at adjacent sta
56, SV-58, and SV-60 bel o
the LEL, and in the sout
the 321 Landfill at well
Met hane concentrations w
detected at survey stati
of the LEL) and SV-2 (1%
adj acent to stream cul ve
Park Road in addition to
(<1% of the LEL) adjacen
exi sting methane recover

Surface Water and Sedi e
organi c and inorganic co
present in surface water
sanpl es appear to be rel
wast e di sposal areas. C

the surface water
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and sedinent is limted to on-site areas aqui fer was eval uated se
and areas adjacent to the Site. A because both units are p
nmacr oi nvertebrate study indicated that sources for water supply
this Site has inpacted the aquatic sources for water supply
envi ronnent, however, the data di stribution of contamn
produced was of limted value due to upper aquifer indicates
drought conditions encountered during groundwater plune with t
the study. Additional surface water extensions follow the gr
and sedinent sanpling will be to the southeast (Figure
perforned and eval uated using a ri sk- G oundwater within the p
based approach during the Renedial contam nated with both o
Desi gn. i norgani c conpounds attr
waste placed in the disp
G oundwat er Contam nation: There are Seven (7) of the inorgan
two separate water bearing zones at (11) of the organic conc
this Site consisting of the upper aquifer exceeded t he Maxi num Con
and the |l ower aquifer. Each Level s (MCLs) for those

<I M5 SRC 0494188J>
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The prinmary contam nants detected

i ngroundwater within the |ower aquifer
are benzene and chl orobenzene. These
two conpounds were detected in
groundwat er sanples collected from
test well TW32D during Round 1 and
Round 2. A benzene concentration of
12 ug/1 was also detected in the
groundwat er sanple collected fromwell
WM 3. Additional groundwater work
will be performed to assess

contam nation in the | ower aquifer

Summary of Site Risks: In utilizing the
presunptive renedy approach for

muni ci pal landfills, the presence of
cont am nant concentrations in
groundwat er in excess of established
groundwat er val ues (eg., MLs

justifies cleanup (renedial action).

A risk assessnment was perforned to

eval uate the risk that would be present
fromthe renmai ning contam nants (the
ones below their respected MCLs in
addition to contam nants that do not
have established MCLs). This effort
was taken in order to establish cleanup
level s for contam nants wi thout

est abl i shed MCLs.

The pat hways of exposure can be

eval uated by maki ng assunptions such
as the length and nunber of tines
exposed, how nmuch of the chemcal is

i ngested, and using certain other
factors to estinmate the total exposure
to each Site-related contam nant. The
potential current and future pathway
are:

-Direct contact with surface water and
| eachat e;

-l ngestion and direct co
sedi ment s;

-l ngestion and non-i nges
(showering, washing, etc
groundwat er fromthe upp
aqui fers

The risk assessnment repo
that this Site presented
unacceptable risk and re
action. The nost seriou
risk at the Site is:

Potential Future R
Child - Ingestion of

Wil e contam nation |eve
surface water and sedine
present a current risk t
they do pose a potentia

ecol ogi cal receptors. F
will be perforned during
design to deternine if ¢
necessary. More detaile
concerning Site risks is
Basel i ne R sk Assessnent

REMEDI AL GBJECTI VES AND
ALTERNATI VES

Devel opnent of Renedi al

In the FS, cleanup optio
alternatives) were evalu
Site. In consideration

waste vol une and variety
nmuni ci pal landfills, tre
i npracticable. EPA gene
containnent to be the ap
response action, or the

Remedy". The presunptiv
nmuni ci pal landfill sites
cont ai nnent of the | andf
collection and/or treatm
gas. Additional neasure
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| eachate, affected groundwater, and
infiltration of water into the landfill
nmass are also evaluated as part of this
presunptive renedy.

Eval uati on of Renedial Alternatives:
Based on the results of the RI/FS
reports and the Ri sk Assessnent,

cl eanup | evel s were devel oped that

woul d be protective of human health

and the environnent. These cl eanup
levels would formthe basis of any
remedial activity. Various alternatives
were evaluated in the FS for neeting
these cleanup levels. The follow ng
groundwat er cl eanup | evels are based

on state and federal standards, referred
to as Maxi mum Cont ani nant Level s

(MCLs). The cl eanup standards for the
Lexi ngton County Landfill Area Site are
as follows:

ORGANI CS

Benzene 5 ug/l
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 4 ug/l
Br onodi chl or onet hane 100 ug/ |
1, 4- D chl or obenzene 75 ug/ |
1, 1- D chl or oet hene 7 ug/l
1, 2- D chl or oet hane 5 ug/l
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 5 ug/l
Tet rachl or oet hene 5 ug/l
Tri chl or oet hene 5 ug/l
Vinyl Chloride 2 ug/l
| NORGANI CS

Arsenic 50 ug/|
Beryllium 1 ug/l
Chr om um 100 ug/|
N ckel 100 ug/|

Cadm um 5 ug/l

Bari um

The foll owi ng groundwat e
| evel s are based upon to
revi ewed by EPA for cont
whi ch do not have MCLs.

cleanup levels are prote
heal th under the nost st
exposure scenario; futur
i ngestion of contam nate
by a child. These clean

Lead
Manganese
Vanadi um
Zinc

These cl eanup |l evels are
Prelimnary Renediation

identified in the FS, ad
exposure to a child. Th
presented in the FS for

ug/1) and zinc (11,000 u
initially derived for an
for lead is protective o

G oundwat er cont ai nnent
until all cleanup levels

The FS report eval uat ed

cl eanup nethods that cou
this Site. As required

further action alternati
to serve as a basis for

the other active cleanup
follow ng outlines prese
cl eanup net hods consi der
Site.

Alternative 1. No Actio

1 No action taken for
control of contamn
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1 Schedul ed cap mai ntenance &

operation of gas control system
Annual groundwat er nonitoring of

upper and | ower unit (sanple
coll ection & anal ysis)

30- Year Total Present
Wrth Cost: $1, 408, 553

Al ternative 2: Contai nnent/ Gs
Recovery/Institutional Controls/
Moni t ori ng

1 Cappi ng of 321 Landfill, Ad Cayce

Dunp, and Bray Park Dunp in

accordance with State and Federal

requirenents

Waste area between ol d Cayce
Dunp and Bray Park Dunp noved
to Bray Park Dunp

Expansi on of the existing gas
col l ection system

runof f
Institutional controls for

groundwat er and future | and use

Annual groundwat er nonitoring

including installation of additional

wel | s

30- Year Total Present
Wrth Cost: $6, 081, 822

Alternative 3: Containnment/ Gs
Recovery/ G oundwat er Extraction and
Treatment/Institutional

Control s/ Monitoring

1 Al conponents |isted under
Al ternative 2

Surface inprovenents to mnimnze
erosi on and control surface water

1 G oundwat er extract
treatment process u
the followi ng optio

Al ternative 3A - G oundw
extraction/treatnent and
Privately Omed Treatnen

(POTW .

30- Year Total Present
Wrth Cost: $6, 466, 967

Alternative 3B - G oundw
extraction/on-site treat
di sposal by land irrigat

30- Year Total Present
Wrth Cost: $6, 745, 293

Alternative 4: Consolid
Cont ai nnent/ Gas Recovery
G oundwat er Extraction a
and Di sposal / Moni toring

1 Al conponents |i st
Al ternatives 2 and

Conbining the dd C
waste area 3 with e
Park Dunmp or the 32
Groundwat er extract
treatment process u
the followi ng optio

Al ternative 4A - G oundw
extraction/treatnent and
POTW

30- Year Total Present
Wrth Cost: $8, 332,509

Alternative 4B - G oundw
extraction/on-site treat

di sposal by land irrigat

30- Year Total Present
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Wrth Cost: $8, 610, 836

EPA' S PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

After conducting a detailed anal ysis of
all of the alternatives, EPA has sel ected
the following preferred alternative for
remedi ation of the Site:

Alternative 4A: Consolidation/

Cont ai nnent/ Gas Recovery/

G oundwat er Extraction and Treat nent
and Di sposal at POTW G oundwat er
Moni t ori ng

Rationale for the Preferred Alternative

EPA has selected Alternative 4A as the
best alternative for use at the Site.
Because treatnent is usually

i npracticable, EPA generally considers
containnent to be the appropriate
response action, or the "presunptive
remedy" for municipal landfill sites.
The primary factors in EPA s eval uation
focus on containment of the Site's
waste. The followi ng discussion is
based on the conparison presented in
the FS.

Protection of Human Health and
Environment: Alternatives 3

(Groundwat er extraction and treatnent)
in addition to Alternative 4 (Capping of
sl udge and groundwat er treatnent)

nmeet the two (2) threshold criteria of
protecting human health and the

envi ronnent .

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant
and Appropriate Requirenents

(ARARs): The consolidation of waste

di sposal areas should not trigger Land

Di sposal Restrictions as they will not be

noved outside the curren
contam nation. This act
under EPA's Corrective A
Managenment Units ( CAMJ)
Additionally, the requir
cappi ng, closure, discha
groundwat er nmonitoring w
ARARs as identified int
St udy.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness:
consolidation of the Ad
with either the Bray Par
321 Landfill, would prov
degree of long-termeffe
A d Cayce Dunp, |ocated
groundwat er di scharge ar
be a significant source
contam nation at this Si
Consol idation with one o
waste areas could signif
the vol une of groundwate
treatment.

Reduction of Toxicity, M
Vol ume Through Treat nent
Alternatives 3 and 4 wou
toxicity, mobility, and

treatment. Alternative

of the dd Cayce Dunp wi
Bray Park Dunmp or the 32
woul d provide the greate
vol ume reduction through
anmount of groundwater re
treatnent. Any hazardou
generated by consolidati
di sposed of in accordanc
and State requirenents.

Short Term Ef f ecti veness
woul d have the |east sho
upon the environnent. T
alternatives could poten
short terminpact on hum
to dust and particles ge
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soi|l noving process. This would be

m ni mzed through dust contro
nmeasures and the use of proper health
and safety procedures

Inmpl emrentability: Al of the alternatives
use established construction

t echni ques. Because caps and

groundwat er extracti on and treatnent
systens have been installed at other

sites with simlar contam nation

problens, it is anticipated that this plan
woul d be administratively feasible with

a mninal anount of effort. The

services and naterials required for this
alternative would be readily avail abl e on
relatively short notice

Cost: Alternative 1 would be the | east
costly of the alternatives to inplenent
for this Site. Aternative 4B is the nost
costly of all the alternative eval uated
for this Site

State and Community Acce
This proposed plan is pr
eval uation by both the S
Community. Acceptance o
proposed plan will be ev
on comments received dur
upcomi ng public neeting

public coment peri od.

COVMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Concurrent with the rele
Proposed Pl an, EPA has
day public coment perio
6, 1994 through May 6, 1
subm ssion of witten an
comrents on the Proposed
supporting docunmentation
the Admi nistrative Recor
conmments, witten or ora
directed to Terry Tanner
Proj ect Manager for the
address and tel ephone nu
bel ow. Upon tinely requ
extend the public conmen
30 additional days. EPA
accept coments at the p
on April 14, 1994, and e
rati onal e behind the pre
Al ternative 4A
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GLOSSARY

Adm nistrative Record - Afile which is maintained and contains all info
nmake its decision on the selection of a response action under CERCLA. T
avail able for public review and a copy is to be established at or near t
repository. A duplicate file is naintained in a central |ocation such a
office

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) - Requirenen
a response action selected by EPA as a site reneby. "Applicable" requir
under one or nore Federal or State laws. "Relevant and Appropriate" req
whil e not necessarily required, EPA judges to be appropriate for use in

Aqui fer - An underground geol ogi cal fornmation, or group of formations, c
groundwat er that can supply wells and springs

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent - An assessnent which provi des an eval uation of
heal th and the environnent.

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CE
passed in 1980 and nodified in 1986 by the Superfund Anendnents and Reau
This act creates a trust fund, known as Superfund to investigate and cle
uncontrol | ed hazardous waste sites.

G oundwat er - Underground water that fills pores in soild or openings in
for drinking, irrigation, and other purposes.

Information Repository - Materials on Superfund, including site-specific
conveniently for local residents.

Lower Explosive Limt - The concentration of a conpound in the air bel ow
propagate (grow) if the mxture is ignited.

Macroi nverti brate - Small ani nal s | acki ng backbones found in sedinents o

Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) - The maxi mum permissible level of a c
which is delivered to any user of a public water system

National Priorities List (NPL) - EPA's list of uncontrolled or abandoned
for long-termcleanup under the Superfund Renedi al Program

Plume - A three dinensional zone within the groundwater that contains co
noves in the direction of, and wi th, groundwater fl ow.

Record of Decision (ROD) - A public docunent that explains which cleanup
a National Priorities List site and the reasons for choosing the cl eanup
possibilities
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Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) - Two distinct but rela
together, intended to define the nature and extent of contami nation at a
appropriate, site-specific renedies.

Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) - Mdifications to C
Cct ober 17, 1986.

FOR MORE | NFCRVATI ON CONTACT:

Remedi al Proj ect Manager
Terry Tanner

Conmmuni ty Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
Cynt hia Peuri f oy
AT
U S. Environnmental Protection Agency - Region IV
North Superfund Renedial Branch
345 Courtland Street, N.E., Atlanta, GA 30365
1(800) 435-9233, or (404) 347-7791

R R R R R S S Rk e S S

Ji m Bowran, Hydr ol ogi st
Superfund Section, Division of Hydrogeol ogy
South Carolina Departnment of Health &
Envi ronnental Control
2600 Bull Street, Colunbia, South Carolina 29201
(803) 734-2948

REQUEST TO BE PLACED ON THE
LEXI NGTON CCOUNTY LANDFI LL AREA SUPERFUND SI TE MAI LI NG LI ST

If you would |ike your nane and address placed on the nailing list for t
County Landfill Area Superfund Site, please conplete this formand retur
Peurifoy, Community Relations Coordi nator, EPA-Region |V, North Superfun
Branch, 345 Courtland Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30365, or call 1-800-435-

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

AFFI LI ATI O\
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USE TH S SPACE TO WRI TE YOUR COMVENTS
Your input on the Proposed Plan for the Lexington County Landfill Site i

select a final remedy for the site. You nay use the space below to wit
to Terry Tanner. A response to your coment will be included in the Res

Comment s Subm tted By:

Nane
Addr ess
Gty State Zip
Affiliation




United States North Superfund Renedi al Branch
Envi ronmental Protection 345 Cou
Agency Atlan

Oficial Business
Penalty for Private Use
$300

Cynt hi a Peuri f oy
Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
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TRANSCRI PT OF THE PROPOSED PLAN PUBLI C MEETI NG

STATE OF SQUTH CARCLI NA )

COUNTY OF LEXI NGTON )

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
SUPERFUND PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET
LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA
SUPERFUND SI TE
CAYCE, LEXINGTON, COUNTY SOUTH CARCLI NA

DAVI S ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
2305 FRINK STREET
CAYCE, SQUTH CARCLI NA

TRANSCRI PT OF PUBLI C HEARI NG

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 1994
710 P. M - 8:49 P. M

APPEARANCES: TERRY TANNER, E.P. A REMEDI AL PRQJIECT
MANAGER
CYNTH A B. PEURI FOY, E.P.A COWUN TY
RELATI ONS COORDI NATOR

COURT REPORTER LORI S. MORTGE CCR (GA)
HANVELL REPORTI NG SERVI CE
920 MOHEGAN TRAI L
WEST OOLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLINA 29169
(803) 791-4127



ALSO PRESENT:

*

*

JOHN ATKI NS

LI NDA C. BLOCDWORTH

JI' M BOAWAN, DHEC HYDROGEOQLOA ST

RUSSELL BRI TT, BUSI NESS MANAGER | NTERNATI ONAL
UNI ON OF CPERATI NG ENA NEERS

ART BROOKS, LEXI NGTON COUNTY DEPARTMENT

ADM NI STRATI ON

BARBARA CLARKSON

DAN GENSAMER, PAR TEE DRI VI NG RANCE

TODD GO NG

SUZANNE HOUSE

LOVYST HONELL, ATSDR

LI NDA LARKEE

TONY MANCI NI, ATLANTA TESTI NG AND ENG NEERI NG
W LLI AM MORGAN

CHARLES NI CHOLSON

RUTH NI CHOLSON

LANE PARKER, TREASURER, | NTERNATI ONAL UNI ON OF
OPERATI NG ENGA NEERS

ROCGER SCOTIT, PALMETTO HEALTH DI STRICT OF DHEC
LOMNELL C. BUTCH SPI RES, JR , COUNTY CCOUNCI LMAN
EUGENE THOVAS

BRUCE TCDD, SI TE CONSULTANTS

WALTER TURBEVI LLE, CAYCE SAN TATI ON DI RECTOR

* (NO EXH BI TS WERE MARKED) * * *

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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(THE FOLLON NG WAS HAD AT 7:10 P. M):

MR TANNER ON BEHALF OF E.P. A, | WOULD

LI KE TO VWELCOVE EVERYONE HERE TONI GHT FCR TH S

MEETI NG ON THE LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFILL. MY NAMVE

I'S TERRY TANNER, |'LL BE CONDUCTI NG THE MEETI NG

TONNGHT. | AM ALSO THE PRQJIECT MANAGER FCR E. P. A

ON TH' S SITE.

' D ALSO LI KE TO | NTRODUCE CYNTH A PEURI FOY

HERE TO My LEFT. CYNTHI A IS THE COWUNI TY

RELATI ONS COORDI NATOR WTH E. P. A.  SHE HELPS US TO

PUT ALL THIS TOGETHER. SHE ALSO HELPS US I N QUR

MEETI NGS, I N GETTING A LOT OF THI NGS ACRCSS TO YQU

FOLKS, AND DCES A VERY GOOD JOB AT IT, TOO

' D ALSO LI KE TO | NTRODUCE JI M BOWAN FROM THE

STATE. AND WE ALSO HAVE A COUPLE OF PECPLE FROM

THE HEALTH DEPARTMENT, TCDD GO NG AND LOVYST HOWELL

HERE I N THE BACK, NO NEED TO STAND UP. | JUST

WANTED TO MENTI ON THAT.

' VE HAD A CHANCE TO TALK TO SOME CF YQU

PECPLE TONI GHT TO GET A LITTLE | DEA ABQUT SOVE OF

YOUR CONCERNS FOR BEI NG HERE, AND THERE' S A W DE

RANGE "M PICKING UP ON.  I'"M GJ NG TO TRY TO GET

TO THOSE | SSUES TON GHT, AT LEAST AS MANY OF THEM

AS|T CAN |IF 1 CAN T ANSWER THEM FOR YQU, |'LL TRY

TO FI ND SOVEONE WHO CAN.

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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IN MY WORLD OF RESPONSI BI LI TIES AT E. P. A,

THEY' RE VERY NARROW | DON T HAVE | NVOLVEMENT IN A

LOr OF THE OTHER PRQJECTS, BUT | AM HEAVILY

INVOLVED IN TH' S BEI NG ONE OF THE PRQJECTS. BUT

I"LL DO WHAT | CAN TO FI ND YOU THE | NFORVATI ON YQU

NEED, SO JUST BEAR WTH ME | F YOU WOULD.

A COUPLE OF THINGS | WANT TO TALK ABOUT BEFCRE

WE BEG N, AND THAT' S SOME ASSUMPTI ONS THAT WVE

HAVE. WE VE ALL COVE HERE TONI GHT W TH

EXPECTATI ONS.  MOST OF US HAVE COME HERE W TH

EXPECTATIONS.  ONE OF THE THI NGS THAT | WANTED US

TO DO WAS TO TRY TO CREATE SOVE UNDERSTANDI NG | F

NOT, WE REALLY WLL HAVE WASTED A BEAUTI FUL EVEN NG

HERE TONI GHT.

A LOT HAS HAPPENED ON THIS SITE, SOVE OF I T

VERY TECHNI CAL, SOME OF IT VERY EMOTIONAL.  |'D

LI KE TO DO WHAT | CAN TO TELL YQU WHAT | KNOW ABOUT

IT AND YOQU CAN DO THE SAME WTH Mg, G VE ME SOVE

UNDERSTANDI NG AND |'LL TRY TO G VE YQU SOVE

UNDERSTANDI NG AS VELL.

EVERY TIME | PUT ONE OF THESE SI TES TOGETHER,

I ALWAYS STRUGGLE WTH THE LEVEL OF DETAIL THAT I

WANT TO PRESENT TO YOQU FOLKS. BECAUSE OF THE

SCI ENTI FI C NATURE CF THESE STUDI ES, THERE ARE A LOT

OF FI GURES AND FORMULAS AND LABORATORY RESULTS, AND

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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I ALWAYS WRESTLE WTH HOWMJCH TO G VE YOU. | WANT
TO KEEP YOUR I NTEREST GO NG BUT | DON T WANT TO
A VE YQU SO LI TTLE THAT YOU DON T HAVE A GOCD
UNDERSTANDI NG OF WHAT' S GO NG ON SO HELP ME W TH
THAT. 1'M GO NG TO BE STRUGE.I NG WTH THAT ALL
NI GHT, SO BEAR WTH ME AND LET ME KNOW I F YQU NEED
MORE | NFORVATI ON OR LESS OR I F I' M BOGE NG YOQU DOVWN
OR NOT. LET ME KNOW

HERE' S THE QUTLI NE OF OUR AGENDA TONI GHT. WE
JUST FI NI SHED W TH THE | NTRODUCTI ONS AND OPENI NG
REVARKS. NEXT WE' RE GO NG TO TALK A LITTLE BI' T
ABQUT THE SUPERFUND PROCESS, HOW ONE OF THESE SI TES
CGETS PLACED ON E.P. A'S LI ST, WHY WE RE CLEANING I T
UP, A LITTLE BIT ABOUT HOWWE RE GO NG TO DO THAT
AND WHERE VE ARE NOWON THIS SITE. |'M GO NG TO GO
I NTO THE BACKGROUND OF THE LEXI NGTON COUNTY
LANDFI LL, AND TALK ABOUT THE RESULTS FROM THE
I NVESTI GATI ON VE JUST PERFORVED.

WE RE ALSO GO NG TO PRESENT TO YQU FCLKS
TONI GHT A PROPCSAL FOR CLEANI NG UP SOVE OF THE
PROBLEMS -- WELL, THE PROBLEMS AT THE LANDFI LL.
WE RE ALSO GO NG TO TALK ABQUT THE FUTURE
ACTIVITIES, TH NGS TO COME, WHAT'S GO NG TO HAPPEN
NEXT, AS WELL AS COVWUNI TY RELATI ONS AND ALSO

QUESTI ONS AND ANSWERS.

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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(PAUSE). OKAY. | WANT TO TALK TO YOU BRI EFLY
ABQUT THE PROCESS, WHAT E.P.A. DCES WHEN I T GCES
THROUGH ONE OF THESE SITES. THE FI RST STEP THAT
YOQU CAN SEE FROM THE LIST IS SI TE DI SCOVERY THROUGH
A WDE RANGE OF SOURCES -- E.P.A. CETS TIPS ABOUT
PROBLEM AREAS LIKE TH'S. A LOT OF TIMES THEY' RE
FROM PECPLE CALLI NG I N AND SAYI NG "HEY, | SAW SOVE
DRUMS OVER HERE' OR "A TANK THAT FELL OFF A TRUCK"
OR "1 SAW SOMEBCDY DUMP SOVE WASTE, " SO AND SO, AND
WE BEG N TO FOLLOW THEM QUT.

VWE PUT THEM THROUGH A SCREENI NG PRCCESS TO TRY
TO EVALUATE WHETHER CR NOT THEY NEED FURTHER
I NVESTI GATION. | F THEY DO, | NDEED, NEED FURTHER
I NVESTI GATI ON, VE TRY TO FIND QUT THE PECPLE
RESPONSI BLE FOR CREATI NG THE SI TES TO BEG N W TH.
WE NEGOTI ATE WTH THEM TRY TO GET THE COVPAN ES TO
COME FORWARD AND SI GN AN AGREEMENT WTH E.P.A.  TO
PERFORM THE | NVESTI GATI ON.

ONCE WE' VE AGREED TO THE TERM5, WE GO QUT AND
ACTUALLY COLLECT OUR SAMPLES -- SO L, GROUNDWATER
SURFACE WATER, SEDI MENT. YQU NAME I T, WE RE QUT
THERE SAMPLING IT. ONCE WE GET ALL THE | NFORVATI ON
BACK WE SI FT THROUGH THE NMATERI AL, WRI TE A REPORT,
AND TRY TO QUTLINE WHAT IT IS THAT VWE FOUND.

ONCE WE' VE DONE THAT, WE WLL WRI TE A RECORD

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

OF DECI SION WHI CH YQU CAN SEE IN TH' S STEP HERE
(I NDI CATING . RECORD OF DECI SION SI MPLY QUTLI NES
VWHAT WE' RE PROPCSI NG TO DO NEXT, WHAT VEE THI NK
NEEDS TO BE DONE.

FOLLON NG THAT, WE GO BACK TO THE PARTI ES THAT
VWE KNOW OR THAT WE FEEL CONTRI BUTED TO THE WASTE AT
THE SI TE AND NEGOTI ATE W TH THEM FOR THE ACTUAL
CLEANUP. ONCE THEY' VE AGREED TO CLEAN IT UP, VWE O
ON TO THE REMEDI AL DESI GN CR REMEDI AL ACTI ON.

WE LL TALK A LITTLE BIT MORE ABQUT THAT TONI GHT.

THE STEP THAT WE' RE AT CURRENTLY IS THI S STEP
HERE (I NDI CATING. WE VE JUST COWLETED THE
I NVESTI GATION FOR TH'S SITE. AND, AS PART OF THE
PROCESS, WE RE COM NG BACK TO THE PUBLI C NOW AND
SAYING "HEY, THIS IS WHAT VE FOUND AND THI S I S
VWHAT WE' RE PROPCSI NG TO DO AS THE -- WHAT E. P. A
FEELS THE BEST POSSI BLE ALTERNATI VE FOCR CLEANI NG UP
THE SI TE. "

BEFORE | GO ANY FURTHER, | WANT TO TURN THI S
OVER TO CYNTHI A, CYNTH A PEURI FOY, AGAIN OUR
COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS COORDI NATOR, 1S GO NG TO TELL
YQU A LITTLE BIT ABQUT THE PROCESS AND HOW VEE LI KE
TO I NVOLVE THE COWUNI TY IN TH'S.  CYNTHI A?

MS. PEURI FOY: THANK YQU, TERRY. GOCD

EVENING AGAIN, |'M CYNTH A PEURI FOY AND |' M THE
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS COORDI NATOR FOR THE LEXI NGTON

COUNTY LANDFI LL SUPERFUND SI TE AS WELL AS ALL CF

THE SUPERFUND SI TES | N SQUTH CARCLI NA EXCEPT THE

SAVANNAH RI VER PLANT.

"M REALLY GLAD THAT YOU RE HERE W TH US

TONI GHT AND, AGAIN, |'D LIKE TO ENCOURAGE YQU TO

I NTERACT AND LET US KNOW HOW THE | NFORMATI ON | S

BEI NG RECEIVED. AND EVEN IF IT'S AFTER TH S

MEETI NG | F YOU HAVE SUGGESTI ONS FOR OTHER MEETI NGS,

PLEASE FEEL FREE TO DO SO

TERRY JUST TALKED WTH YQU A LITTLE BI T ABOUT

THE SUPERFUND PROCESS. WELL, THAT PROCESS |'S ABOUT

TO UNDERGO SOME CHANGES. IT IS UP FOR

REAUTHORI ZATI ON, AND |' D LI KE TO ENCOURAGE YQU TO

CGET I NVOLVED. THERE ARE SOVE VERY EXC TI NG CHANGES

BEI NG PROPCSED FOR PUBLI C PARTI C PATI ON, SUCH AS

ESTABLI SHVENT OF COVMMUNI TY WORK GROUPS AT EACH SI TE

-- A LOT OF DIFFERENT THINGS. AND |I'D LIKE TO

ENCOURACE YQU TO TAKE A LOK AT WHAT' S BEI NG

PROPOSED BY THE CLI NTON ADM NI STRATI ON, MAKE YOUR

RECOMVENDATI ONS TO YOUR CONGRESSI ONAL

REPRESENTATI VES, AND LET US KNOW ALSO, YQU KNOW

VWHAT YOU TH NK M GHT BE GOCD CHANGES TO TAKE

PLACE.

I WANT TO AGAI N, TALK ABOQUT THE TECHNI CAL
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ASSI STANCE GRANTS PROGRAM  E. P. A. PROVI DES

TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE, GRANTS TO COMWUNI TI ES, THERE

ARE $50, 000 GRANTS THAT YQU CAN GET TO H RE YOQU A

TECHNI CAL ADVI SER TO REVI EWTHE E. P. A.  DOCUMENTS,

SUCH AS THE DOCUMENTS THAT WE' RE TALKI NG ABQUT HERE

TONI GHT, AND THE DOCUMENTS THAT WE' LL DEVELCP IN

THE FUTURE. YQU CAN APPLY FOR A TECHNI CAL

ASSI STANCE GRANT UP UNTIL THE TIME THAT THE SITE IS

PROPOSED FCR DELI STING SO YQU STILL HAVE TIME. |F

YOU RE | NTERESTED I N A TECHNI CAL ASS| STANCE GRANT,

LET ME KNOW |'LL BE GLAD TO COME UP AND WORK W TH

YOU AND GET THAT PACKAGE PUT TOGETHER

| WANT TO TELL YOU A LI TTLE SOMETH NG ABQUT

SOMETHI NG THAT E.P.A IS DONG TH'S SUWER WE RE

GO NG TO BE HAVI NG WHAT WE CALL A TEACHER S

I NSTI TUTE | N ATLANTA JULY 17TH THROUGH THE 29TH,

AND I T'S FOR M DDLE AND H GH SCHOOL TEACHERS TO

TEACH THEM AND GET THEM FAM LI AR W TH THE THI NGS

THAT E. P. A DCES AND THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM RCRA.

IT"S GO NG TO COVER A LOT OF AREAS SO THAT THEY CAN

WORK W TH COMMUNI TI ES ON THE LOCAL LEVEL I N THE

SCHOOLS OR WHAT HAVE YQU TO HELP BETTER THE

UNDERSTANDI NG OF THE ENVI RONMENTAL | SSUES. SO I F

ANYBCDY KNOAS A TEACHER THAT M GHT BE | NTERESTED | N

COM NG, SEE ME AFTER THE MEETING AND |'LL BE GLAD
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TO HAVE A PACKAGE SENT TO THEM ON THE -- ON THE

I NSTI TUTE.

NOW ABQUT TONI GHT' S MEETI NG  YOU KNOW WE RE

IN A COWENT PER OD THAT ENDS MAY 6TH. HOWEVER,

THAT COMMENT PERI GD CAN BE EXTENDED FOR AN

ADDI TI ONAL 30 DAYS. YQU JUST NEED TO LET TERRY OR

MYSELF KNOW | F YOU FEEL YOU NEED MORE TIME TO

REVI EW THE DOCUMENTS OR TO PREPARE YOUR COMVENTS,

BUT WE ARE ALSO ACCEPTI NG COMMENTS TONI GHT.

THE ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | S AVAI LABLE AT THE

CAYCE- VEST CCOLUMBI A BRANCH LI BRARY. AND I WANT TO

APCOLCGE ZE TO EVERYBODY NOW FCR MAKI NG THE M STAKE

IN THE AD I N PUTTI NG THE WRONG LI BRARY. THAT WAS

MY FAULT, | APOLOG ZE FOR I T DEEPLY. THCSE

DOCUMENTS ARE THERE. | F YOU GOT A FACT SHEET IN

THE MAIL OR A FACT SHEET TONI GHT, THE CORRECT

I NFORVATION | S I N THERE.

AS YQU SPEAK TONI GHT PLEASE MAKE SURE THAT OUR

COURT REPORTER CAN HEAR YQU, AND PLEASE | DENTI FY

YOURSELF BECAUSE WE ARE GO NG TO HAVE A TRANSCRI PT

OF TH S MEETI NG THAT WE LL BE USI NG TO PREPARE WHAT

WE CALL A RESPONSE AND SUMVARY.

THE RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY | S PREPARED PRI OR

TO THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON THAT TERRY TALKED ABOUT,

AND | T ADDRESSES ALL THE COMMENTS THAT WERE
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RECEI VED DURI NG THE COMVENT PERI CD. SO MAKE SURE
YQU | DENTI FY YOURSELF, AND THAT RESPONSI VENESS
SUMVARY W LL ALSO BE AVAI LABLE AT THE | NFORVATI ON
REPOSI TORY ALONG W TH THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON WHEN
IT IS SIGNED.
| TH NK THAT REALLY CONCLUDES WHAT | HAD TO

TALK ABOUT TONIGHT. AGAIN, | WANT TO ENCOURAGE
YOUR FEEDBACK AND, YQU KNOW EVEN I F I T'S NOT
TONI GHT AT ANOTHER TI ME | F YQU HAVE ANYTHI NG YQU D
LI KE TO SAY VE DO HAVE AN 800 NUMBER. I T S ON THE
FACT SHEET. |IT WAS IN THE AD IN THE PAPER  CALL
US, LET US KNOW WHATEVER WE CAN DO TO MAKE THI NGS
BETTER OR TO ANSVER ANY QUESTI ONS YQU MAY HAVE.
THANK YQU, TERRY.

MR MORGAN.  ABQUT EXTENDING THI S TI ME --

THE COURT REPORTER CAN | HAVE YOUR
NAME; PLEASE?

MR MORGAN: -- SINCE THE AD WAS RUN
WRONG, | FEEL THAT @ VES ABQUT A 90- DAY EXTENSI ON.

THE COURT REPORTER CAN | HAVE YOUR
NAME, PLEASE?

MR MORGAN.  WLLI AM MORGAN.

MR TANNER MR MORGAN, WE CAN T EXTEND
THE TIME PERICD. BY LAW | DON T TH NK WE CAN

EXTEND I T 90 DAYS.
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MR MORGAN BY STATE LAW 30 DAYS AHEAD

OF TI ME STUFF IS SUPPOSED TO BE PUBLI Cl ZED BEFCRE

YQU HAVE A HEARING  BY STATE LAW THAT WOULD BE A

30- DAY NOTI CE TH S WAS ONLY NOTI FI ED ON THE 6TH

OF THS MONTH.  THAT AIN T -- THAT'S A FAR CRY FROM

30 DAYS, NOw

MR TANNER  CYNTH A?

MB. PEURIFOY: | THINK | CAN EXPLAIN TO

YQU A LITTLE BIT ABOUT HOVWE DO TH'S. WE USUALLY

TRY TO G VE YOU MORE TI ME AT THE END OF THE COMMVENT

PERI CD AFTER THE MEETING AND TH S IS DONE BASED ON

DAONG TH' S A LOI. PECPLE HAVE TOLD ME THAT THEY

WOULD PREFER VEE COME EARLI ER IN THE COMVENT PERI OD

-- AND THI'S GROUP MAY BE DI FFERENT. | F THAT' S

TRUE, LET ME KNOW BUT THEY LIKE I T EARLY SO THAT

THEY CAN HEAR THE PRESENTATI ON, TH NK ABOUT WHAT

WE RE SAYI NG AND THEN HAVE TI ME TO GO BACK AND

PREPARE THEI R COMVENTS.

NOW WE CAN EXTEND | T FOR AN ADDI TI ONAL 30

DAYS, THAT'S NO PROBLEM BUT THE LAW DCES NOT ALLOW

US. WE RE WORKI NG BY THE SUPERFUND, NOW LAW NOT

BY STATE LAW

MR MRGAN. YOU RE STILL IN SQUTH

CARCLI NA.

MS. PEURI FOY: WELL, YEAH, | KNOW BUT WE
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CAN EXTEND I T FOR AN ADDI TI ONAL 30 DAYS I F YQU
REQUEST IT. WE HAVE NO PROVI SION TO EXTEND | T FOR
A LONGER PER D OF TI ME.
MR TANNER LET'S TALK A LITTLE BIT

ABQUT THE BACKGROUND CF THE LEXI NGTON COUNTY
LANDFI LL. THE SI TE ACTUALLY CONSI STS OF SEVERAL
AREAS -- THE 321 LANDFILL, THE BRAY PARK DUWP, AND
THE OLD CAYCE DUWP. THE 321 LANDFI LL WAS FORVALLY
USED AS A SAND QUARRY BETWEEN 1940 UNTIL THE LATE
' 60S.

(INDICATING. TH'S SHOULD G VE YQU A LITTLE
BI T BETTER | DEA. HERE WE SEE THE 321 LANDFI LL,
WOULD BE TH S LARGE AREA HERE, THE BRAY PARK DUWP
AREA WVH CH | REFERRED TO, AND THE OLD CAYCE DUWP
HERE AS WELL.

WELL, BACK IN 1970, THE CI TIES OF CAYCE AND
WEST COLUMBI A PURCHASED 57 ACRES OF THE SAND QUARRY
TO USE AS A LANDFILL. THE COUNTY OBTAI NED THE
PERM T FROM THE STATE I N 1971, AND ESSENTIALLY TH S
PERM T GAVE THE COUNTY AUTHORI TY TO ACCEPT GENERAL
HOUSEHCOLD AND | NDUSTRI AL WASTE.

NOW WASTE WAS PLACED | N THE QUARRY AND
COVERED WTH SO L, TYPI CAL LANDFI LL TYPE
OPERATI ONS.  THE LANDFILL -- OR THE LANDFILL

CONTI NUED UNTI L 1988 WHEN THE CAPACI TY OF THE 321
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LANDFI LL WAS REACHED. THE LANDFI LL WAS LATER

CLOSED IN 1991 OR 1990. A METHANE RECOVERY SYSTEM

WAS | NSTALLED, AND WE' LL TALK A LI TTLE MORE ABQUT

THAT LATER

NOW ALTHOUGH THE MAJORI TY OF THE WASTE PLACED

I N THE LANDFI LL CONSI STED OF SANI TARY DOVESTI C TYPE

WASTE, HOUSEHOLD WASTE, THE RECCORDS | NDI CATE THAT

THERE WAS | NDUSTRI AL WASTE PLACED | N THE LANDFI LL

AS VELL.

THERE WERE TWD OTHER FORMER DI SPCSAL AREAS

PRESENT, THE OLD CAYCE DUMP AND THE BRAY PARK

DUWP. AGAIN, YOQU CAN SEE THE FI GURES HERE. THE

OLD CAYCE DUVP WAS ACTUALLY AN UNCONTROLLED DUWP,

WH CH STARTED IN THE 1960'S. | T WAS VERY TYPI CAL

OF DUWS AT THE TI ME WHERE YQU SI MPLY HAVE A PILE

OF TRASH AND PECPLE DRI VI NG BY WOULD SEE THAT AND

DECI DE | NSTEAD OF MAKI NG TWD PILES OF TRASH I T

WOULD BE BETTER TO PUT THEIR PILE WTH THE OTHER

PILE. WELL, OVER THE YEARS TH S CONTI NUED AND, LO

AND BEHOLD, DEVELOPED | NTO THE OLD CAYCE DUMP.

WE ALSO HAVE THE BRAY PARK DUMP. THE BRAY

PARK DUMP WAS USED BY THE CI TI ES OF CAYCE AND WVEST

COLUMBI A FROM THE M D-' 60S TO 1970, APPROXI MVATELY.

THE DUWP RECEI VED SCLI D WASTE DURI NG THI S PERI CD

AND |'S PRESENTLY COVERED WTH SO L. IT S HARD TO
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DI FFERENTI ATE. MOST OF THE MORE DI SCERNI BLE

LANDVARKS YQU WLL SEE WHEN YQU DRI VE BY THE 321

H GHWAY | S THE ACTUAL LARGE LANDFILL | TSELF HERE.

NOW WASTE DI SPCSAL RECORDS WE DO HAVE FOR THE

321 LANDFI LL. THEY' RE NOT EXACTLY COVPLETE, BUT WE

DO HAVE RECORDS OF WHAT VEENT | N THERE AND SOVE OF

THE PECPLE RESPONSI BLE FCR TAKI NG WASTE TO THE

LANDFI LL.

THE OLD BRAY PARK DUMP AND THE OLD CAYCE DUWP

ARE A LI TTLE DI FFERENT. UNFORTUNATELY, WE DO NOT

HAVE RECORDS OF WHAT VEENT | N THESE DUMPS. AND

BECAUSE | T WAS AN UNCONTROLLED SI TUATI ON, NO

RECORDS PRCBABLY EVER EXI STED.

TH' S BRINGS US UP TO THE NEXT STEP I N THE

I NVESTI GATI ON.  AS PART OF THE STUDY PERFCRVED ON

TH S SITE, WE PERFORMED A -- A LOT OF SAMPLING WE

ALSO PERFORMED SOME SPECI AL TESTI NG  SUBSURFACE

GECPHYSI CAL SURVEYS. | T G VES US AN | DEA OF WHAT

I'S BELOW THE SURFACE W THOUT ACTUALLY GO NG DOMWN

THERE AND DI GA NG THE STUFF UP. | F YOU HAVE BURI ED

WASTE BENEATH THE SO L, THE SURFACE GECPHYSI CAL

SURVEYS WLL OFTEN Pl CK THOSE THI NGS UP.

WE ALSO DUG TEST PITS, ESPECI ALLY I N THE AREAS

ARCUND THE OLD BRAY PARK DUMP AND THE -- THE OLD

CAYCE DUW AND THE COLD BRAY PARK DUWMP, RATHER VE
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ACTUALLY VENT OUT WTH A BACKHCE AND EXCAVATED
ARQUND THE EDGES TO TRY TO FI ND QUT WHAT VEENT | N
THERE, TRY TO GET SOME | DEA OF THE WASTE THAT WAS
ACTUALLY DEPGCSI TED | N THERE.

WE ALSO TOOX SURFACE WATER AND SEDI MENT
SAMPLI NG YQU CAN SEE, HOPEFULLY, THE STATI ONS
MARKED. THESE WERE THE SEDI MENTS AND SURFACE
WATER. THERE WAS ACTUALLY A STREAM AND A SPRI NG
HERE AT THI S PORTI ON OF THE PROPERTY WHERE WE
COLLECTED SAMPLES.

THERE' S ALSO A MORE OF AN | NTERM TTENT STREAM
I TS NOT ALWAYS WET, BUT VE DI D MANAGE TO COLLECT
SAMPLES THROUGH HERE AND OTHER SAMPLES AND MCORE
SURFACE WATER SAMPLES THROUGH HERE TO TRY TO G VE
US SOME | DEA OF THE QUALITY OF THE WATER AND THE
SEDI MENT | N THESE AREAS (/| NDI CATI NG .

NOW AS PART CF QUR | NVESTI GATI ON, WE ALSO
TOOK GROUNDWATER SAMPLES AND MANY OF THEM  ALL OF
THESE PO NTS THAT YOU RE SEEING ON TH' S MAP ARE
ACTUALLY LOCATI ONS WHERE THERE WAS ElI THER AN
EXI STI NG GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG WELL OR WE CAME | N
AND | NSTALLED ADDI TI ONAL NEW VELLS. AND YQOU CAN
SEE THEY WERE SCATTERED ACROSS THE ENTI RE SI TE.

GROUNDWATER |'S OFTEN A GOCD | NDI CATOR OF WHAT

I'S GO NG ON AND HOW SERI OQUS THESE SI TES ARE.
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TYPI CALLY WHEN CONTAM NATI ON COVES | NTO CONTACT
WTH THE SO L, IT WLL SIT THERE UNTI L WATER COMVES
ALONG AND WASHES I T OR CARRIES | T DOMN | NTO THE
WATER TABLE. ONCE IT CETS IN THE WATER TABLE, YQU
CAN GO IN AND VERY READILY SAVPLE IT. | MEAN NOT
O\NLY CAN YOU GO BACK AND SAMPLE THE SO L SAMPLES
VWHERE THE CONTAM NATI ON MAY HAVE BEEN, BUT THE
GROUNDWATER |'S ALSO A GOOD | NDI CATOR TO LET US
KNOW d VE US SOME | DEA (A) |F THE WASTE | S THERE
AND (B) IF IT S GOTTEN | NTO THE GROUNDWATER

VELL, TH S IS WHAT VVE FOUND TO SUM UP QUR
I NVESTI GATION. VE FOUND THAT GROUNDWATER | N THE
UPPER AQUI FERS ARE CONTAM NATED W TH CRGANI C AND
I NORGANI C COVPQUNDS. VEE ALSO SAW SOMVE
CONTAM NATI ON IN THE LONER AQUI FER. AT THI S PO NT
WE RE NOT SURE WHETHER OR NOT THE CONTAM NATI ON
PRESENT I N THE LONER AQUI FER WAS DUE TO SOVE OF THE
VWELLS THAT W PUT | N ACTUALLY CREATED -- OR SOVE OF
THE OLDER WELLS ESPECI ALLY THAT WERE PUT | N THEY
COULD HAVE POTENTI ALLY CREATED A PATHWAY FOR THE
CONTAM NATI ON TO GO DOMN | NTO THE LONER AQUI FER
WE RE NOT SURE.

WE DON T KNOWHOWEXTENSIVE IT IS, BUT IT IS
NOT AS EXTENSI VE AS THE CONTAM NATI ON I N THE UPPER

AQUIFER.  WE DO HAVE SOME WELLS DOMN THERE. WE RE
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GO NG TO GO BACK AND DO SQOVE ADDI TI ONAL SAMPLI NG OF
THE LOAER AQUI FER JUST TO SEE | F WE HAVE ALL OF THE
CONTAM NATI ON | DENTI FI ED, BUT WE' LL TALK A LITTLE
BI T ABQUT THAT LATER

VE ALSO FOUND SOVE CONTAM NATION I N THE
SURFACE WATER AND THE SEDI MENT SAMPLES. WE FOUND
SOVE ORGANI C CONTAM NANTS | N THOSE PARTI CULAR
SAMPLES.

A CHARACTERI STI C COVWON TO LANDFI LLS 1S
METHANE GAS. | F ANY OF YOU HAVE EVER SEEN A
LANDFI LL BURNI NG VERY COVMON THI NG MOST OF THE
TIMES | T BURNS BECAUSE OF METHANE GAS. METHANE GAS
RESULTS WHEN YOU BURY WASTE UNDER THE GRCUND, KEEP
IT NCE AND MO ST. OVER A PERCD OF YEARS, |IT
BEG NS TO BREAK DOWN. DURING TH S PROCCESS, AS I T
BREAKS DOM | T TENDS TO RELEASE METHANE GAS, AND
METHANE GAS |'S VERY FLAMVABLE.

VELL, ONE OF THE TH NGS WE DI D WHEN WE STARTED
THE | NVESTI GATI ON WAS TO DETERM NE HOW EXTENSI VE
THE METHANE WAS IN THE AREA. | DON T KNOWIF YQU
FOLKS HAVE EVER HAD THE CHANCE TO SEE THI S OR NOT,
BUT THE 321 LANDFI LL DOES HAVE AN EXI STI NG METHANE
GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM ON TOP OF IT. AND ONE OF THE
TH NGS VVE WANTED TO DO WAS TO FIND QUT | F, | NDEED,

THAT METHANE GAS PLUME WAS BEI NG CONTAI NED BY THOSE
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-~ BY THE COLLECTI ON SYSTEM
NON AT THI'S PONT, |'S EVERYONE STILL WTH
ME? 1S THI'S MAKING SENSE? GOl NG TOO FAST, TOO
SRe
(NO RESPONSE)
MR TANNER TH'S MAP, TO G VE YOU AN
| DEA OF WHAT WE FOUND WHEN WE SAMPLED THE
GROUNDVWATER, AS YOU CAN SEE THESE SERI ES OF Cl RCLES
REPRESENT BENZENE CONCENTRATI ONS | N THE
GROUNDVWATER ~ AGAIN, YOU LL NOTI CE THE VELLS.
BENZENE | S SOVETH NG YOU WOULDN T NORMALLY
WANT TO DRINK | N YOUR WATER ~ BECAUSE OF THAT, THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMVENT AND THE STATE GOVERNMVENT HAS
ESTABLI SHED SAFE DRI NKI NG WATER LEVELS FCR THAT.
BECAUSE OF OUR PROGRESS, |F YOU WOULD CALL | T THAT,
I T'S VERY HARD TO GET CLEAN WATER ANYWHERE, EVEN |F
I T COVES STRAI GHT QUT OF THE CI TY WATER SYSTEM
NONETHELESS, THERE ARE ACCEPTABLE LEVELS AND THI S
FI GURE SHOAS WHERE THOSE ACCEPTABLE LEVELS GO AT
THE LANDFI LL. AS YOU CAN SEE, THE LARGE RI NG HERE
(1 NDI CATING) .
AGAIN, TH S AREA REPRESENTS THE BENZENE
CONTAM NATI ON AT THE SI TE |' S WHAT WE CALL A
GROUNDVATER PLUME. | T''S REPRESENTATI VE OF THE

CONTAM NATI ON PRESENT AT THE SI TE IN THE
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GROUNDWATER.  YQU CAN SEE SOVE HI GHER AREAS COF
CONTAM NATI ON HERE WHERE WE HAVE UP TO 30 PARTS PER
BI LLION, | BELIEVE, ALL THE WAY DOM TO WHAT WE' RE
CALLI NG THE ZERO LI NE OF CONTAM NATI ON.

WHAT THI' S TELLS US ESSENTI ALLY IS I F YOQU HAVE
A VELL HERE, I T'S SAFE TO DRI NK THE GROUNDWATER
(INDICATING. |F YOU HAVE A VEELL -- IT'S GO NG TO
BE HARD TO DRAW-- HAVE A VEELL IN TH S AREA
(I NDI CATING, THE GROUNDWATER | S PROBABLY GO NG TO
BE SUSPECT.

VWHAT VWE DI D FI ND DURI NG OQUR | NVESTI GATI ON ARE
THERE | S -- THERE ARE NO DRI NKI NG WATER VELLS IN
TH S AREA, SO THERE IS NO | MVEDI ATE THREAT TO THE
PUBLI C.

ONE OF THE THI NGS THAT WE RE GO NG TO DO, AND
ITS PART OF QUR RESPONSI BILITY, IS TO MAKE SURE
THAT THI S CONTAM NATI ON DCES NOT REACH ANY DRI NKI NG
WATER VELLS.

TH' S NEXT SECTION IS A LITTLE BI T CHALLENG NG
WE PERFORM WHAT WE CALL A RI SK ASSESSMENT. A RI SK
ASSESSMENT G VES US SOME | DEA OF THE R SK
ASSCCI ATED WTH THE SITE. WE LOOK AT A LOT OF
DI FFERENT PATHWAYS. WE LOOK AT EVERY CONCEl VABLE
VWAY THAT A HUMAN BEI NG CR A CHI LD CR ANI MALS COULD

COME | NTO CONTACT W TH CONTAM NATI ON AT THE SI TE.
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WHAT VWE DO | S VVE TAKE THAT | NFORVATI ON AND V\EE

PUT I T INTO A MATHEVATI CAL MODEL. | F WE KNOW THAT

CONTAM NATI ON " X' |'S BAD AT TEN PARTS PER BI LLI ON,

VE KNOW HOW MUCH CONTAM NATION |S AT THE SITE, W

BEG N TO HAVE SOVE WAY OF | DENTI FYI NG THE THREAT OR

THE POTENTI AL THREAT THAT THESE SI TES PCSE.

TH S I S WHAT VVE FOUND QUT WHEN WE EVALUATED

THE LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFILL SITE. WE FOUND QUT

THAT DRI NKI NG WATER STANDARDS WERE EXCEEDED FOR

ELEVEN ORGANI C COVPOUNDS, SEVEN CF THE | NORGANI C

COMPOUNDS | N THE WATER

THE Bl GGEST POTENTI AL THREAT WE FOUND FROM THE

SI TE WAS THE POTENTI AL OF, AGAI N, DRI NKI NG

GROUNDWATER, AND THAT WOULD BE A CHI LD DRI NKI NG THE

GROUNDWATER.  AGAIN, | WANT TO EMPHASI ZE THAT THERE

ARE NO EXI STI NG GROUNDWATER VELLS AT THE SI TE.

TH S 1S ONLY THE POTENTI AL.

WE ALSO AS | MENTIONED EARLI ER, FQUND SQVE

CONTAM NATI ON I N SURFACE WATER AND SEDI MENT.  NOW

THEY WEREN T AT LEVELS GREAT ENOUGH TO PCSE A

THREAT TO HUVAN HEALTH, HOWEVER, MY PECPLE WHO WORK

ON THE BUGS AND BUNNI ES END, THE ECOLOG CAL ASPECT

OF E.P. A, TELLS ME THAT THESE CONCENTRATI ONS COULD

POTENTI ALLY PCSE A THREAT TO SOME OF THE W LDLI FE

QUT THERE.
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

WE VENT BACK, LOOKED AT THE DATA. VE SAID
VELL, THHS IS A PCSSIBILITY. WE RE NOI SURE THAT
WE HAVE ENOUGH SAMPLI NG TO DATE, HOWNEVER, TO GO IN
AND PROPCSE ACTUAL REMEDI ATI ON OF THE SURFACE WATER
AND SEDI MENT. WHAT WE WOULD LIKE TO DO | S COVE
BACK, TAKE SOVE MORE SAMPLES, TRY TO DETERM NE
EXACTLY OR SPECI FI CALLY HOW EXTENSI VE THE
CONTAM NATION IS I N THE SURFACE WATER AND
SEDI MENT. GO BACK, PLUG IT IN TO OUR RI SK
ASSESSMENT NUMBERS TO MAKE SURE THAT | T DOES
WARRANT CLEANUP. AND AT THE TIME IF I T DOES, WE' LL
PROBABLY COVE BACK, HOLD ANOTHER PUBLI C MEETI NG
TELL YOU WHAT WE FOUND AND GO FROM THERE.

(PAUSE). LANDFILLS AREN T ENTI RELY NEW TO
E.P.A. VE BEG N TO SEE A LOT CF LANDFILLS PCP UP
ON OUR LISTS, AND IT'S NOTI' SURPRI SI NG BECAUSE CF
THE WASTE THAT GETS PLACED | NTO THESE THI NGS.
EVENTUALLY, THEY' RE GO NG TO LEAK QUT.

VELL, E. P.A DEC DED THAT WE' RE BEG NNI NG TO
SEE SO MANY OF THESE THI NGS, THERE' S PROBABLY -- CR
THERE COULD POTENTI ALLY BE A STANDARDI ZED WAY CF
ADDRESSI NG THEM  NORVALLY WHEN WE HAVE A SITE, WE
LOOK AT EVERY METHOD UNDER THE SUN FCR CLEANING I T
UP. SOMVEONE HAD THE FORESI GHT TO SAY, "WELL,

I NSTEAD OF EVALUATI NG ALL OF THE WAYS COF
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POTENTI ALLY CLEANI NG UP A LANDFILL," AND WE HAVE
MANY CPTI ONS AT OUR CHO CE. EVERYTH NG FROM
Dl G3 NG UP EVERY WASHER AND DRYER AND NEWSPAPER | N
THE LANDFI LL, ENCASING I T I N CEMENT AND SENDING I T
OFF TO A HAZARDQUS WASTE LANDFI LL UNTI L THE WORLD
ENDS, ALL THE WAY UP TO USI NG AN ELECTRI CAL CURRENT
TO GLASSI FY (PHONETIC) THE WASTE. WE BEGAN TO SAY
"WELL, IS TH' S REALLY PRACTI CAL TO DO?" MOST CF
THE TI MES WHAT VE SAW I N QUR CLEANUPS WERE WHERE W\E
SIMPLY TRY TO CONTAIN THE WASTE. THAT WOULD MEAN
ASSURI NG THAT NONE OF THE CONTAM NATI ON WAS GO NG
TO M GRATE PAST THE LANDFI LL BOUNDARI ES AND POSE A
THREAT TO YOU FOLKS LIVING HERE | N THE COVMUNI TY.

A COUPLE OF WAYS CF DA NG THAT -- AND, BY THE
WAY, TH' S PROCESS | S ACTUALLY CALLED A PRESUMPTI VE
REMEDY, WH CH MEANS THAT WE' RE GO NG TO PRESUME
THAT WE' RE NOT GO NG TO LOOK AT EVERY METHOD UNDER
THE SUN FOR CLEANNNG IT UP. | T SI MPLY WASN T
NECESSARY.

AGAI N, WHAT WE SAW FROM QUR EXPERI ENCE WAS
THERE ARE A HANDFUL OF REMEDI ES THAT ARE PRACTI CAL
TO TRY, AND THAT IS WHAT WE LOOKED AT WHEN WE
EVALUATED THE ALTERNATI VES AVAI LABLE TO US. AND
VWHEN | SAY THE TERM "ALTERNATI VE, " THAT SI MPLY

MEANS ONE OF THE CHO CES THAT WE LOCKED AT FCR
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CLEANING UP THE SI TE.

IN GENERAL THE CHO CES | NCLUDE, AS YQU CAN SEE
HERE IN THE LI ST, CAPPING OF THE WASTE AREAS. I T S
VERY COVWON TO GO BACK AND TRY TO KEEP GROUNDWATER
FROM FI LTERI NG THROUGH THE WASTE OR, EXCUSE ME,
FROM KEEPI NG RAI N WATER FROM FI LTERI NG THROUGH THE
WASTE CARRYI NG THE CONTAM NATED WATER THEN DOWN
I NTO THE GROUNDWATER TABLE AND HAVI NG I T SPREAD
I NTO THE WATER TABLE.

WE CAN DO THAT ESSENTI ALLY BY PREVENTI NG THE
WATER FROM GETTI NG THERE IN THE FI RST PLACE. WE
TYPI CALLY DO THAT WTH A CAP. WE SI MPLY PLACE SOME
TYPE OF EI THER CLAY OR, | N SOVE | NSTANCES, A
SYNTHETI C LI NER OVER THE WASTE AREA TO KEEP THE
RAI'N WATER FROM PERCOLATI NG DOMN THROUGH THERE.

AS YOQU SAW I N THE GROUNDWATER PLUVE, VEE
DI SCOVERED THAT I N THE CASE OF A LANDFILL IT
USUALLY ONLY MAKES SENSE TO CONTAIN IT. AS YQU CAN
SEE, THESE AREAS HERE THAT QOUTLI NES THE ACTUAL
CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER PLUME, WHAT WE LL
TYPI CALLY DO 1S GO IN AND | NSTALL A SERI ES COF
VELLS. AND THE PURPCSE OF THESE WELLS -- ( MARKS ON
CHART) -- WLL BE TO PULL THE CONTAM NATED
GROUNDWATER QUT OF THE GROUND, THUS, KEEPING I T

FROM CONTI NUI NG TO M GRATE IN THIS DIRECTION AS I T
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WOULD TYPI CALLY DO
GROUNDWATER FLOW 'S VERY CONSTANT.

GROUNDWATER, ONCE I T GETS I N THE GROUND, DCESN T
SIMPLY SIT THERE, IT FLOAS. AND IN THE CASE CF 321
LANDFI LL, I'N GENERAL THE GROUNDWATER FLOWIS TH S
VAY (I NDI CATING . SO WHAT WE' RE GO NG TO PROPCSE
TO DO IS I NSTALL A SYSTEM OF RECOVERY VEELLS -- AND,
AGAIN, THESE ARE A ROUGH APPROXI MATI ON W TH REGARD
TO THEI R LOCATION -- AND TRY TO CATCH THE
CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER BEFORE | T M GRATES PAST
THEM

MS. LARKEE: THEN WHAT DO YOQU DO W TH THE
CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER?

THE COURT REPORTER CAN | HAVE YCOUR
NAME, PLEASE?

MS. LARKEE: LI NDA LARKEE.

MR TANNER LINDA THERE S A COUPLE OF
DI FFERENT WAYS THAT WVE CAN DO IT. WHAT WE RE GO NG
TO PROPCSE TO DO WTH THE 321 LANDFILL IS SEND IT
TO THE POTW WE THOUGHT W TH WHAT WE' RE SEEI NG THE
CONTAM NATI ON I N THERE, THE PUBLI CLY OWNED.

MS. LARKEE: TREATMENT.

MR TANNER  TREATMENT WORKS, SEND I T TO
THE SEVER AND HAVE THEM TREAT IT. AGAIN, THERE S A

W DE RANGE OF OPTI ONS OPEN FOR TREATI NG
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CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER. | N THI' S PARTI CULAR CASE,

VWE THOUGHT | T WOULD BE MOST EFFECTI VE TO DO THAT.

YES, SIR?

MR MORGAN.  WLLI AM MORGAN AGAIN.  WHY

NOT GLASSIFY I T? | T WOULD SOCLVE THE PRCBLEM

PERVANENTLY BECAUSE | T WOULD THEN SCLI DI FY THE

STUFF TO WHERE WATER WOULD NOT HURT IT. THE

GLASSI FI CATI ON WOULD STOP ALL THESE WELLS, STCOP ALL

TH S WORK WVE HAVE TO DO ON | T.

AND ANOTHER THING I S WTH THE CAPPI NG EVERY

TI ME THAT CAP HEATS UP THAT GROUND UNDERNEATH I T

CAN CONTAI N MORE PARTS PER M LLI ON OF MJ STURE.

YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT PSYCHOMETRI CS ARE AND WHAT

A SLI NG PSYCHROVETER 1 S? WHEN YQU DO AN ANALYSI S

OF AIR, FOR AIR CONDI TI ONI NG CR ANYTHI NG LI KE THAT,

YQU USE A SLI NG PSYCHROMETER. YQU USE A

PSYCHOVETRI C CHART TO PLOT YOUR CHART, TO KNOW HOW

MJCH YQU NEED I N Al R CONDI TI ONI NG AND HOW MUCH YQU

DON T. OKAY. YQU VE GOT TO REMOVE SO MJCH

MO STURE FOR SO MANY THI NGS.

THAT CAP | S GO NG TO CAUSE THAT MJ STURE TO

CONDENSE UNDERNEATH | T, AND I T'S GO NG TO SI PHON

R GHT BACK THROUGH I T AND TH S WLL BE AN ONGO NG

THNG |F YOU SCLIDIFY IT, YOU WON T HAVE THAT.

MR TANNER  VELL, LET"S LOCK AT SOME OF
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THOSE ALTERNATI VES AND WE LL ALSO CONSI DER THE COST
AS VWELL. (PAUSE). THESE ARE SOVE OF THE
ALTERNATI VES THAT WE EVALUATED FOR THE CLEANUP COF
TH'S SITEE THERE' S A TOTAL CF FOUR ALTERNATI VES,
AND WE LL START WTH THESE FI RST TWO

BY LAW WE RE REQUI RED TO EVALUATE A NO ACTI ON
ALTERNATIVE. THI'S @ VES US SOME | DEA OF WHAT WOULD
HAPPEN | F WE JUST WALKED AWAY FROM THE SI TE.
DIDN T CLEAN I T UP, SIMPLY MONI TORED I T.

AS YQU CAN SEE THE COST HERE, | T MAY SEEM
SURPRI SINGLY H GH.  ANALYTI CAL COSTS ARE
I NCREDI BLE. PART OF THE REASON DRI VI NG THOSE COSTS
ARE, UNFORTUNATELY, OUR LEGAL SYSTEM THE
I NFORVATI ON THAT WE COLLECT, ESPECI ALLY THE
LABCRATCRY DATA, HAS GOT TO BE DEFENSIBLE I N
COURT. BILLIONS OF DOLLARS DEPEND ON I T. PECPLE
WLL DO ANYTH NG TO THROW QUESTI ON ON THAT DATA.

I TS AN UNFORTUNATE SI TUATI ON, BUT WE VE HAD
TO SCRUTI NI ZE HOWWE CCOLLECT THOSE SAMPLES TO AN
I NCREDI BLE DEGREE, | T MJST STAND UP I N COURT.
TH' S COST HERE BEG NS TO REFLECT THAT. WE ARE --
I'N QUR SCCI ETY, WE' RE VERY QU CK TO GO | NTO COURT.
THS 1S A REFLECTION OF THAT. TH S IS ALSO A
REFLECTI ON OF THE COST FOR 30 YEARS OF MONI TORI NG

IT MVAKES IT A LITTLE BETTER, BUT IT S STILL HARD TO
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SWALLOW | REALIZE THAT IS A TREMENDQUS COST FOR
DA NG NOTH NG

| HOPE YOQU LL BEA N TO GET SOME | DEA NOW COF
THE COST | NVOLVED I N CLEANI NG THESE THI NGS UP. BUT
WE LL CONTI NUE AND, UNFORTUNATELY, IT WON T GET
MJCH CHEAPER, BUT | BELIEVE I T WLL BECOVE -- YQU
WLL SEE A BETTER TRADE- CFF.

ALTERNATI VE TWO.  WE TALKED ABQUT CONTAI NIVENT,
GAS RECOVERY, | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS AND
MONITORING | SPOKE A LITTLE BI T EARLI ER ABQUT
CAPPING A SITE, COVERI NG THE SI TE WTH El THER CLAY
OR PLASTIC, SOME TYPE OF | MPERVEABLE BARRI ER TO
KEEP RAI N WATER FROM CONTI NUALLY FI LTERI NG DOMN
I NTO WASTE AND CARRYI NG I T DOMN | NTO THE WATER
TABLE. TH' S REMEDY | NVOLVES CAPPI NG

I T ALSO | NVOLVES CONSOLI DATI ON OF WASTE AREA
NUMBER THREE, WH CH VE HAVEN T TALKED ABQUT TO
DATE, BUT WAS REVEALED DURI NG QUR STUDY -- (MARKS
ON CHART), WE FOUND A TH RD WASTE AREA, WE RE
GO NG TO CALL TH S WASTE AREA THREE. | T WAS
ACTUALLY LOCATED HERE (I NDICATING. IT S MJCH
SMALLER THAN THE BRAY PARK DUWP OR THE COLD CAYCE
DUMP. VWHAT WE RE PROPCSI NG TO DO I N THE SECOND
ALTERNATI VE | S TO ACTUALLY COMBI NE TH S WASTE AREA

NUMBER THREE W TH THE BRAY PARK DUMP.

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

NOW AGAI N, BECAUSE OF OUR STUDY THAT WE DI D,

WE NOTI CED THAT THE METHANE PLUME, WH CH | S THE

FLAMVABLE GAS ASSOCI ATED W TH LANDFI LLS, WAS A

LI TTLE MORE EXTENSI VE THAN VE FI RST | MAG NED. THE

EXI STI NG RECOVERY SYSTEM FOR THE METHANE GAS | S NOT

CATCHI NG THE ENTI RE PLUVE. BECAUSE OF THE

POTENTI AL THREAT THERE, WE WANT TO GO BACK I N AND

EXPAND THAT SYSTEM TO MAKE SURE THAT WE RE GETTI NG

ALL OF THE METHANE GAS PRCDUCED BY THESE WASTE

AREAS.

AGAIN, | F ANYONE HAS DRI VEN BY THE SI TE YOU VE

NOTI CED SOVE ERCSI ON PROBLEMS.  ALTERNATI VE NUMBER

TWO ALSO PROPCSES THAT ERCSI ON BE STOPPED. THI' S

ALTERNATI VE ALSO ADDRESSES | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS

FOR GROUNDWATER AND LAND USE, MORE COMMONLY KNOVWN

AS DEED RESTRI CTI ONS AND GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG

AND THE COST OF THI S REMEDY, AS YQU CAN SEE HERE.

MS. LARKEE: LI NDA LARKEE.

MR TANNER  YES?

M5. LARKEE: DD YOU HAVE A PICTURE WTH

A METHANE GAS PLUME ON I T, A DI AGRAM OF THAT?

MR TANNER NO | SURE DON T. MW

APCLOGE ES FOR DA NG THAT.  THAT'S ONE THI NG THAT |

OVERL COKED.

MS. LARKEE: DO YOQU HAVE ANY | DEA WHERE
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MR TANNER CH, YES, | CAN-

M. LARKEE: -- WOULD BE WTH ALL THOSE
Pl CTURES UP THERE?

MR TANNER LET ME PULL QUT A MAP. IF
YOU HAPPEN TO HAVE BROUGHT YOUR FACT SHEET W TH YQU
OR GOT ANOTHER ONE FROM THE TABLE BACK THERE, |
BELI EVE FI GURE TWD CR THREE SHOW SOVE METHANE
SAVPLI NG STATI ONS DOTTED ALONG THE ROAD HERE UP
AROUND ALL OF THESE STRUCTURES | NTO THE STARVOUNT
SUBDIVISION.  AND -- WHERE ELSE? THERE M GHT HAVE
BEEN A COUPLE OF THEM QUT HERE AS VELL
(1 NDI CATING) .

WHAT VE DI D FIND |'S THAT WE RE SEEI NG
CONCENTRATI ONS OF METHANE GAS | N THESE AREAS HERE
(1 NDI CATING, ESPECI ALLY ALONG THE 321 LANDFILL.
| T APPEARS TO BE WHERE THE MAJORI TY OF THE PLUME
IS

NOW AS PART OF THE REMEDI AL DESIGN, WHICH IS
THE NEXT STEP, WE WANT TO GO BACK | N AND DETERM NE
SPECI FI CALLY WHERE THAT ENDED. AS YQU RECALL, THE
GROUNDVATER PLUVE WE WERE ABLE TO DRAW A VERY
CLEAR- CUT MAP AND FI ND QUT EXACTLY WHERE | T WAS.
VE LL BE ABLE TO DO THE SAME THI NG W TH THE METHANE

AS VELL.
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WE DO KNOW THAT THE BI GGEST PROBLEM W TH

METHANE | S THAT | T GETS | N BASEMENTS AND | T BU LDS

UP AND THERE' S A POTENTI AL FOR A SPARK AND

EXPLOSI ON. UNFORTUNATELY, WE VE ALL SEEN STORI ES

ABQUT THAT I N THE NEWS. WHAT WE DI D DI SCOVER

DURI NG THI' S | NVESTI GATI ON WERE -- ESPECI ALLY IN

SAMPLI NG THE STRUCTURES, THE HOUSES ALONG STARMOUNT

SUBDI VI SI ON AND ANY OTHER STRUCTURE WE COULD FI ND,

WAS THERE WAS NO BUI LDUP I N THOSE STRUCTURES SO

THERE' S NO | MVEDI ATE THREAT FROM EXPLCSI ONS TO THE

HOMES. THAT WAS OUR | MVEDI ATE CONCERN.

WHAT |'S PROBABLY HAPPENI NG NOW I N THESE AREAS

I'S THAT THE METHANE IS M GRATING IT S COM NG UP

TO THE SO L AND DI FFUSI NG | NTO THE Al R WH CH,

AGAIN, THE Bl GGEST THREAT FOR METHANE | S THE

EXPLOSI ON FACTOR.  BUT PLEASE ACCEPT MY APOLOG ES

FOR NOT HAVI NG A SLI DE ON THAT.

HERE WE HAVE ALTERNATI VES THREE AND FOUR IN

THE LAST TWD. ALTERNATI VE THREE | NCLUDES ALL THE

COVPONENTS LI STED UNDER TWO, BUT | NCLUDES

GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON.  NOW TO DATE -- OR AT

LEAST THE OTHER TWD ALTERNATI VES THAT WE LOOKED AT

DI D NOT | NCLUDE ADDRESSI NG THE CONTAM NATED

GROUNDWATER.  PUTTI NG | N VELLS, PULLING UP THE

CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER AND CLEANING I T UP.
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ALTERNATI VE THREE DCES.

WE LOOKED AT TWD OPTIONS: LOCKED AT DI SPCSI NG
IN THE SEVER, AND A SECOND WHI CH | NCLUDES CR
PROPOSES THAT WE TAKE THE CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER,
PUT I T BACK ON THE LAND SURFACE. I T S NOI QU TE AS
INSANE AS I T SQUNDS. |IT IS GOOD FOR MAI NTAI NI NG
VEGETATI ON ON TOP OF THE LANDFI LL.

IT DOESN T REALLY TREAT THE PROBLEM HONEVER
YOQU JUST SI MPLY END UP RECYCLI NG CONTAM NATED
GROUNDWATER.  NONETHELESS, WE LOCKED AT IT AS A
POTENTI AL CPTI ON, WH CH DOESN T NECESSARILY | MPLY
WE RE GONG TODO IT. WE SIMPLY EVALUATED IT.

AND THEN VE HAVE ALTERNATI VE FOUR
ALTERNATI VE FOUR CONSI STS OF ALL THE COVPONENTS
LI STED UNDER ALTERNATI VE THREE, | NCLUDES SQOVETHI NG
-- SOVETHI NG A LI TTLE DI FFERENT AND A PROBLEM VE
DI SCOVERED WHEN WE WERE PERFORM NG THE
I NVESTI GATI O\

YQU LL NOTI CE THE STREAMS THAT ARE IN THI' S
GENERAL AREA OF THE QLD CAYCE DUWP. TH S WAS THE
FORMER STANLEY POND AREA, AND THERE USED TO BE AND
MAY STILL BE SPRINGS IN THI'S AREA. | T WAS VERY
COVMMON PRACTI CE YEARS AGO THAT YOU HAD A HCLE,
DIDN' T MATTER IF I T HAD WATER IN I T OR NOT, YQU

FILLED IT WTH TRASH  FILLED I T UP WTH ENCUGH
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TRASH, THEN YOU COVERED IT WTH SO L. 1T S VERY
COMVON.

WE BELI EVE THAT' S WHAT HAPPENED HERE. TH' S
AREA ACTUALLY HAS, OR STILL HAS, SPRINGS I N THERE
THAT ARE FEEDING I T. AND WHAT TH' S TELLS US IS ANY
TIME YQU SEE A SPRING | T SIMPLY MEANS THAT THE
GROUNDWATER AQUI FER, OR THE WATER TABLE AT THAT
PO NT IN LAND, IS EVEN WTH THE LAND SURFACE AND
THE GROUNDWATER |'S ACTUALLY DI SCHARG NG UP QUT CF
THE LAND. TH S COWPLI CATES TH S AREA SI MPLY
BECAUSE VWE NOW HAVE WASTE LI TERALLY SITTING I N THE
WATER TABLE.

NOW FROM WHAT WE CAN TELL FROM THE
I NVESTI GATION, I T 1S NOT THE CASE WTH THE 321
LANDFI LL OR THE BRAY PARK LANDFI LL OR THE WASTE
AREA THREE. THESE AREAS ARE WELL ABOVE THE WATER
TABLE.

HOWNEVER, AGAIN, A TROUBLESOME SI TUATI ON W TH
THE OLD CAYCE DUWP. AGAIN, WV BELIEVE IT IS
SITTING I N THE WATER TABLE AND THE WASTE IS IN THE
WATER TABLE. AND, BECAUSE OF THAT, WE PROPCSED A
METHOD OF ADDRESSI NG THAT. AND WHAT THAT WLL
I NCLUDE |'S CONSQOLI DATI ON OF THE OLD CAYCE DUWP AND
WASTE AREA THREE W TH El THER THE BRAY PARK DUWP OR

THE 321 LANDFILL.
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WE FELT THAT BECAUSE OF THIS SITUATION I T

WOULD BE BETTER TO MOVE THI S WASTE UP QUT OF THE

GROUNDWATER, GET THE CONTAM NATI ON QUT OF THE

GROUNDWATER, PUT I T SOVEWHERE WHERE | T CAN BE DRY

AND COVERED WTH A CAP TO KEEP I T DRY.

AGAI N, ALTERNATI VE FOUR ALSO PROPCSES

GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI QN, PUTTI NG I N SOVE WELLS,

PULLI NG UP THAT CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER AND

TREATING IT. AGAIN, TWD DI FFERENT METHODS. ElI THER

SENDING I T TO THE SEWVER OR LAND | RRI GATI ON.

MR PARKER  TERRY?

MR TANNER  YES

MR PARKER  YOQU SAI D OLD CAYCE AND THE

OLD LANDFI LL THERE. |F YQU -- LANE PARKER, |'M

SORRY. | F YQU GET THE TRASH QUT OF THE WATER

SYSTEM THERE, DO YQU FEEL LI KE YOU COULD TREAT THE

WATER SAFELY WHERE YOU WOULDN T HAVE TGO MUCH OF A

PROBLEM WHERE YOU VE GOT THE WATER GO NG QUT NOWP

MR TANNER  COULD YOU REPHRASE THAT?

MR PARKER  AFTER YOU REMOVE YOUR TRASH

THERE, SO CALLED TRASH THAT'S I N THE OLD CAYCE DUWP

VWHERE YOU HAVE THE WATER GO NG QUT, | KNOWIT S

PRESUMPTI VE BUT DO YQU FEEL LI KE THAT WATER WOULD

BE FAIRLY SAFE OR WLL I T BE FEEDI NG FROM THE QLD

AREA THERE? |S THIS A LONER SPOT WHERE | T WOULD
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JUST DRAW FROM THERE?

MR TANNER |'M NOT SURE THAT THE WATER
WLL BE PR STI NE ENOUGH TO DRINK. AS A MATTER OF
FACT, WE LL PROBABLY STILL HAVE GROUNDWATER
RECOVERY VELLS IN TH' S AREA TO KEEP CONTAM NATI ON
FROM MOVI NG UP.  THE GROUNDWATER IS NOT ONLY
CONTAM NATED HERE FROM TH S AREA, BUT I T'S PROBABLY
AS VELL CONTAM NATED FROM THE WASTE | N THE 321
LANDFI LL.

WHAT WE ARE PROPCSI NG | S WE CAN AT LEAST STCOP
SOVE OF THAT CONTAM NATI ON BY GETTING TH S UP QUT
OF THE GROUNDWATER TABLE. | F VWE CAN I NSTALL AN
EFFECTI VE ENOQUGH CAP ON THERE, WE RE HCPI NG THAT
THE GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATI ON LEVELS WLL BEG N TO
DECLI NE BECAUSE VE W LL HAVE, |IN EFFECT, CUT OFF
THE SOURCE OR, RATHER, REMOVED THE SOURCE FROM THE
GROUNDWATER | TSELF.

MR PARKER ONE OTHER QUESTION VHILE I'M
-- | HATE TO DOM NATE THI S.

MR TANNER  THAT' S OKAY.

MR PARKER | F YQU BRI NG YOUR TRASH UP
THERE, YOU KNOW PER SE, THE QLD CAYCE LANDFI LL,
SPREAD I T ON TCP THERE, REMEDI ATE YOUR WATER FRCM
GO NT QUT, AND BUI LD THAT TYPE OF WALL TO KEEP

SPREADI NG I T QUT FROM YOU AND YOUR WELLS ARCUND THE
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QUTSI DE AND BU LD A CAP ON TCP, WOULD THAT NOT BE

PRETTY SAFE?

MR TANNER | THNK SO | DON T BELIEVE

THAT' S ENTI RELY DI FFERENT FROM WHAT WE' RE

PROPCSI NG ARE YOQU TALKI NG ABOUT A SLURRY WALL?

MR PARKER  YEAH, A SLURRY WALL. THAT'S

ANOTHER WAY, ANOTHER EXPRESSI ON.

MR TANNER  WVELL, | DON T BELI EVE WE

LOOKED AT A SLURRY WALL, ALTHOUGH THAT' S CERTAI NLY

A PCSSI BI LI TY.

MR PARKER |F YOU MTIGATE IT QUT FROM

YOUR SOURCE -- SPEAKING COF THAT, PER SE, AFTER YQU

-- AFTER YQU -- AFTER YQU VE DRAVN YOUR TRASH QUT

OF THE OLD CAYCE, THAT' S BASI CALLY YOUR PROBLEM

AREA Rl GHT NOW FROM SPREADI NG Rl GHT?

MR TANNER VELL, IT'S ONE OF THE

PROBLEM AREAS. AGAIN, WE GO BACK TO THE

CONTAM NATI ON I N THE GROUNDWATER. I T NOT ONLY

I NCLUDES THI S AREA BUT- - -

MR PARKER  BASI CALLY AFTER YQU VE DONE

THAT THEN PUT YOUR STRI PPER WELLS, YQU CAN PRETTY

VWELL DO TH'S FAIRLY EASILY -- CR FAIRLY SAFE. |

KNOWIT S GO NG TO BE A PROBLEM BUT IT WLL

ALLEVI ATE A LOT OF PROCBLEMS.

MR TANNER | TH NK IT WLL REDUCE MANY
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OF THE PROBLEMS | F WE CAN AT LEAST CUT DOWN ON THE
SOURCE AND GET THE SOURCE UP QUT OF THE
GROUNDVWATER

M5. LARKEE: LINDA LARKEE. WHAT'S A
SLURRY WALL?

MR TANNER COKAY. LET ME SEE IF | CAN
DRAW YOU A PI CTURE OF ONE.  PARDON THE CRUDI TY OF
TH'S DRAWNG (MARKS ON CHART). TH'S WOULD BE A
BURI ED WASTE AREA, TH S WOULD BE THE LAND SURFACE,
AND THI'S WOULD BE THE GROUNDWATER, THE WATER
BENEATH THE SO L.

WHAT WE' RE TALKI NG ABOUT, OR WHAT LANE IS
PROPCSI NG 1S YOU CAN ACTUALLY GO I N AND | NSTALL A
WATERPROOF WALL. AND, IN THI S CASE, WE HAVE
GROUNDVWATER SI TTING ON, SAY, A CLAY BED. SO, FOR
THE MOST PART, THE GROUNDWATER |'S GO NG TO STOP
HERE, IT'S GONG TO SIT WTH N TH S AREA
(1 NDI CATING) .

WHAT LANE WAS PROPCSING TO DO I'S GO I N AND PUT
IN A WATER TI GHT WALL HERE (I NDI CATING, AND WHAT
THAT ESSENTI ALLY DOES |'S CONTAIN THE WASTE. IT'S
ALNDST LI KE CONTAI NI NG THE GROUNDWATER I N A
BATHTUB. | TS VERY EXPENSI VE, SIMPLY BECAUSE YOU
CAN | MAG NE HOW LONG THI' S WALL WOULD HAVE TO BE.

I T WOULD ESSENTI ALLY HAVE TO ENCASE THE WASTE
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AREA.  AND -- DCES THAT -- DCES THAT HELP CLARI FY
TH NGS FOR YOU?

MS. LARKEE: WHAT DO THEY MAKE THE WALL
QUT OF? A CEMENT WALL?

MR PARKER A WATERPROOF TYPE SURFACE.

MR TANNER  AGAIN, TYPI CALLY THEY WOULD
USE BENTONITE, WVHCH IS A -- | DON T KNOW THE
ACTUAL CHEM CAL COVPCSI TION, BUT IT'S SOVETH NG
THAT STARTS QUT LI KE A POADER OR PELLET AND I T
SVELLS AND MAKES A WATERTI GHT STRUCTURE. ALMOST
LIKE -- | GQUESS YOU COULD THINK CF I T LI KE ALMOST
THE EQUI VALENT OF A CEMENT WALL, ALTHOUGH I T WOULD
BE MUCH MORE WATERTI GHT. | T WOULD BE LI KE- - -

MR PARKER HOWBIGIS IT?

MR TANNER  THAT WOULD BE BASED ON THE
ENG NEERI NG STUDY. YOU GET A LOT OF VAR ATI ON,
DEPENDI NG UPON HOW MUCH WATER YOU RE GO NG TO HAVE
TO HOLD BACK. OBVI QUSLY THE MORE PRESSURE ON THI S
WALL HERE, THE THICKER I T WOULD HAVE TO BE.

MS. LARKEE: AND HOW DEEP?

MR TANNER  VELL, | T WOULD HAVE TO
EXTEND AGAIN FROM THE -- IF TH S WAS THE GRCUND
SURFACE (I NDI CATING | T WOULD HAVE TO BE ABOVE THE
WATER TABLE AND GO ALL THE WAY DOM TO A CONFI NI NG

LAYER, SO THERE WOULD BE NO WAY FCR THE
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CONTAM NATI ON IN TH' S AREA TO ACTUALLY LEAK QUT IN
HERE.
I T'S EQU VALENT TO BU LDI NG AN UNDERGRCUND

POOL. YQU COULD ALMOST THINK CF I T LI KE THAT.
DCES THAT HELP CLARI FY THI NGS FOR YQU?

M5. LARKEE: AND I T WOULD HAVE TO GO
ARCUND THE WHOLE LANDFI LL AREA -- OR THE WHOLE
AREA, THE POOL AREA?

MR TANNER  WELL, ALMOST. AGAIN IF YQU
WERE ON A SLOPE AND IF THS VERE -- |F TH'S ALL RAN
UPH LL HERE AND EVENTUALLY THE WATER TABLE WVENT
LIKE TH'S (I NDI CATING, YOU WOULDN T NEED A WALL
HERE BUT YQU WOULD AROUND PROBABLY THREE- QUARTERS
OF THE SITE. |IT DEPENDS. |IT S VERY SITE
SPECI FI C.

MR PARKER  THOSE THI NGS ARE VERY EASY
TO I NSTALL.  WE HAVE WHAT WE CALL A SO L SOFT
(PHONETICQ). IT SLIKEIT S CUSTOM FIT OR YOU CAN
COME BACK IN THE BACK OF | T AND RI GHT BEHI ND YQU.
IT'S A PRETTY FAST PROCESS BUT IT'S, LIKE YQU SAY,
IT"S VERY EXPENSI VE. NONE OF THI S STUFF | S GO NG
TO BE NICKEL AND DI ME STUFF, YQU ALL REALI ZE THAT.
IT"S G NG TO BE VERY EXPENSI VE TO REMEDI ATE TH S
S| TUATI ON.

MR TANNER  UNFORTUNATELY, THAT TENDS TO
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BE THE CASE W TH SUPERFUND SI TES.

VELL, | QUTLI NED THE FOUR ALTERNATI VES THAT WE

LOCKED AT. WE HAD TO FI ND SOME WAY OF EVALUATI NG

AND TH S | S THE CRITERI A THAT WE USED. WE WOULD

NEVER PI CK A REMEDY THAT WE FELT WAS NOT PROTECTI VE

OF HUMAN HEALTH AND ENVI RONMENT. THAT HAS TO BE

MET. THERE ARE ALSO CERTAI N FEDERAL AND STATE

STANDARDS THAT MUST BE MET. THE OTHER | TEMS THAT

YOU SEE ON THE REST OF THIS LI ST ARE A LITTLE BIT

MORE SUBJECTI VE.

BUT WHEN WE RE LOOKI NG AT ALL OF THESE

ALTERNATI VES AND CONSI DERI NG WHI CH ONE VE SHOULD OR

SHOULD NOT USE, ESSENTIALLY THI S IS THE ENTI RE LI ST

THAT WE USED. | T MJST MEET THESE | N SOVE SHAPE,

FORM CR FASH ON.

WE BEG N TO BALANCE THEM NOW-- CR AT THAT

PO NT. WE LL SAY, "WELL, IF THEY WLL ALL" -- "IF

THEY WLL ALL REDUCE THE TOXICI TY AND THE MOBI LI TY

OR THE VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT, WH CH ONES WLL DO

IT ALITTLE BIT BETTER THAN OTHERS?" SOVE OF THEM

TEND TO BE MORE EFFECTI VE OVER THE SHORT- TERM THAN

THE LONG TERM WE ALSO EVALUATED THOSE. WE LOOKED

AT COSTS.

AND WE' RE HERE TONI GHT AND FCR THE NEXT 30 OR

60 DAYS TO LOOK AT THESE TWD | SSUES HERE, WHI CH
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BRINGS US TO E. P. A' S PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE.

AFTER LOOKI NG AT THESE FOUR ALTERNATI VES, AND
EVALUATI NG THEM W TH THE CRI TERI A WE JUST PRESENTED
TO YQU, ALTERNATIVE 4(A) IS, INEP. A'S CPIN QN
THE BEST CHO CE FOR CLEANING UP THE SI TE. | NCLUDES
CONSCLI DATI ON, THE WASTE AREAS, CONTAI NMENT, A GAS
RECOVERY AND GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON TREATMENT.

VELL, |'VE BEEN TALKING TOO MJCH. | WANT TO
A VE YQU FOLKS A CHANCE NOW TO @ VE US SOME | NPUT,
QUESTI ONS, CLARI FI CATIONS. CPEN UP THE FLOOR TO
QUESTIONS. DON T HESI TATE. LI NDA?

MS. LARKEE: LINDA LARKEE. BACK TO TH S
EXTRACTI ON AND TREATMENT OF THE WATER AGAIN, THEY
SAY YOU WOULD DI G VELLS -- YOQU HAVE TO DI G MORE
VELLS I N THE WATER THAT WAS CCOLLECTED I N THE
VWELLS. AND THEN HOWWOULD YQU GET THE WATER TO THE
PLANT? WOULD YOU GO BY TRUCKS CR -- | MEAN, |
DON T KNOW  HOWWOULD YOU GET THAT WATER TO THE
PLANT?

MR TANNER  WELL, ONCE THE WELLS ARE
I NSTALLED, WE WOULD USE PUMPS TO BRI NG THE
GROUNDWATER UP QUT OF THE GROUND THROUGH A SERI ES
OF PIPES OR TUBING WE WOULD THEN -- I N THE CASE
THAT VE DECI DE OR EVERYONE AGREES TO SEND I T TO THE

WATER TREATMENT PLANT THERE IS A LINE, | BELIEVE, |
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BELI EVE THERE | S A PRESSURE LINE -- THERE | S El THER

A PRESSURE LI NE THAT RUNS HERE OR -- | BELIEVE IT

IS HERE. CAN SOVEONE FROM THE G TY HELP -- YES.

WHAT WE WOULD ESSENTI ALLY DO I S WVE WOULD TAKE

THE GROUNDWATER FROM THE WELLS, PUWP I T UP, AND

CONNECT IT TO THI S LINE HERE AND SEND I T TO THE

TREATMENT PLANT.

MS. LARKEE: WOULD THESE BE UNDERGROUND

PUWPS, OR WHERE WOULD THE PUWPS BE? CAN YQU SEE

THEM?

MR TANNER YES. USUALLY YQU CAN SEE

THE PUWPS. THEY' RE, | THI NK, VERY OFTEN MOUNTED.

MR PARKER ARE YQU TALKI NG THE VELL

PO NT -- EXCUSE ME, THE VELL PO NT OPERATI ON FOR

SUCKI NG UP, YQU KNOW - -

MR TANNER R GHT.

MB. LARKEE: SO THE PUVP WOULD BE RI GHT

ON TOP OF THE VELL?

MR TANNER MM HW

MS. LARKEE: HOWBIG WOULD THESE WELLS

BE? WOULD THEY BE LI KE THE ONES YQU VE ALREADY

DUG?

MR TANNER  THEY WOULD TYPI CALLY BE TWO

INCH -- AGAIN, | T DEPENDS A LITTLE BIT ON THE

ENG NEERI NG -- WHAT THE ENG NEERS SAY THE S| ZE
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WOULD WORK BEST.

M5. NICHOLSON  RUTH NICHOLSON.  HOW MUCH
NO SE WOULD THESE THI NGS NMAKE?

MR TANNER OH--

MB. LARKEE: NONE?

MR TANNER NO YOU WOULDN T BE ABLE TO
HEAR THEM

MR PARKER  TERRY, LANE PARKER

MR TANNER  YES?

MR PARKER ONE OTHER QUESTION. THI' S
STUFF THAT YOQU RE GO NG TO BE DEWATERI NG -- THE
DEWATERI NG S| TUATI ON AFTER YOU REMEDI ATE THI S,
WOULD YOU WANT TO HAVE SOME KI ND OF PRI OR TREATMENT
BEFORE WE SEND | T ON -- BEFORE YOU SEND I T ON DOV
TO THE TREATMENT CENTER, TREATMENT PLANT? BECAUSE,
YOU KNOW THERE M GHT BE SOVETH NG THERE THAT COME
UP, A SITUATI ON WHERE YOU DI DN' T REALLY KNOW ABOUT
BECAUSE, YQU KNOW WE' RE NOT GO NG TO BE - -
HOPEFULLY WE D BE A HUNDRED PERCENT | N DETECTI NG
EVERYTH NG THAT' S THERE, BUT MAYBE THERE M GHT BE
AN UNKNOWWN FACTOR WE' RE NOT' KNOW NG ABQUT, YQU
KNOW THAT M GHT CROP UP ON US. THAT' S A SCENAR O

MR TANNER YES. THERE S ALVAYS A
CHANCE THAT ONCE VWE PUWP TH' S WATER UP AND CET I T

QUT OF THE GROUND THAT THE CONCENTRATI ONS MAY BE
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SUCH THAT | T WOULD REQUI RE PRETREATMENT BEFCRE VE
SEND | T ON TO THE WATER TREATMENT PLANT. AND | F
THAT |'S THE CASE AT THE TIME, WE WOULD DO THAT.

MR PARKER MNAYBE THAT WOULD BE A
SAFEGUARD JUST TO, YOU KNOW NAYBE A SAFEGUARD TO
PUT | N PLACE BEFCRE WE SEND | T ON ANYWHERE, YOU
KNOW

MR TANNER AGAIN, TO KEEP THE COST
DOM, |F WE DIDN T NEED TO DO THAT WE WOULDN T BUT
VE' D HAVE TO DETERM NE THAT AT THE TIME. YES, THE
GENTLEMAN BACK HERE HAD A QUESTI ON?

MR SOOTT: ROGER SCOTT HERE. |'VE GOT
SEVERAL QUESTI ONS.

MR TANNER |'M SORRY. ROGER?

MR SCOTT: SCOTT. FIRST OF ALL, AT VHAT
DEPTH WOULD YOUR AQUI FER BE?

MR TANNER LET'S SEE. |F | COULD GET
El THER BRUCE CR TONY TO ANSWER -- TO G VE US SOMVE
INSI GHT. THESE FOLKS WERE | NVOLVED | N THE
| NVESTI GATI ON.

MR MANCINI: THE BOTTOM--

THE COURT REPORTER CAN | HAVE YOUR
NAME, PLEASE?

MR MANCINI: |'M SCRRY, TONY MANCI NI .

THE BOTTOM OF THE UPPER AQUI FER VAR ES BECAUSE CF
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THE TOPOGRAPHY, BUT I T VARIES 40 FEET ON UP TO
ABQUT 110 FEET.

MR SCOIT: HE SAID TWD AQUI FERS.

MR MANCINI: THAT'S THE -- THAT' S THE
BOTTOM OF THE UPPER ONE. AND THEN THE LONER ONE | S
ABQUT FI VE TO TEN FEET BELOW THAT, TOP OF THE LOWER
ONE.

MR SCOIT: THE SECOND QUESTI ON, YQU
MENTI ONED SOVETH NG ABOUT WLDLIFE. M QUESTION | S
I'S THERE ANY RI SK ASSCCI ATED W TH THE ASSUMPTI ON OF
W LDLI FE | N THAT AREA?

MR TANNER AS FAR AS VEE KNOW THERE ARE
NO -- WELL, THE ANI MALS THAT WE LOCKED AT, |
BELI EVE THE LEAST SHREW AND THE -- | BELI EVE THE
CHI PPI NG SPARRON  UNLESS YOU RE QUT HUNTI NG FOR
THOSE, | T SHOULDN T BE A Bl G THREAT TO PECPLE
HUNTI NG | N THE AREA.

MB. HOQUSE: TERRY?

MR TANNER  YES

MB. HOUSE: SUZANNE HOUSE. WHERE DCES
THAT STREAM GO IN THE OLD CAYCE DUWP ONCE | T MOVES
OFF THE SI DE OF THAT PI CTURE?

MR TANNER | BELI EVE EVENTUALLY I T ENDS
UP IN THE CONGAREE Rl VER AT SOME PO NT M LES

DOMSTREAM
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MR MORGAN. YOU DIDN T ADDRESS HOW MJCH

I T WOULD CCST TO GLASSI FY I T.

MR TANNER | T WOULD PROBABLY CAUSE MOST

OF THE PECPLE IN THI 'S ROOM TO PASS QUT I F | TALD

YOU. |I'"MNOT SUREE. WE DID NOT LOX -- NO SIR

VWE DI D NOT LOOK AT THE COST OF GLASSI FI CATI ON

BECAUSE OF QUR -- THE SHEER VOLUME, | T WOULD

PROBABLY BE I N THE BI LLI ONS.

MR MRGAN. THEY DO IT ALL THE TIME IN

FRANCE W TH THEI R RADI QACTI VE WASTE, THAT' S WHY |

WAS WONDERI NG ABOUT I T. | T WOULD BE A ONETI ME

DEAL, IT WOULDN T BE NO MORE. I N HERE YOUR COST AS

YEARS GO ON IS GO NG TO KEEP GO NG UP, AND 30 YEARS

ISN T GO NG TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM I T'S GO NG TO BE

THERE UNTIL IT'S GOTTEN QUT CF THERE. NOW YOU RE

GO NG TO JUST EXTEND THE COST ON AND ON AND ON, AND

ITS G NG TO GO ON FOREVER

MR TANNER YES, SIR

MR CENSAMER  DAN GENSAMER |' VE HAD

SOME EXPERIENCE -- | DID SEE THE OPERATION I N

FRANCE WHERE THEY DO THE GLASSI FI CATION AND | DID

SOME WORK IN THE UNI TED STATES ON THE SAME TYPE OF

PROCESS. AND IN FRANCE, IN U S. DOLLARS AND THE

TIME WAS 1987, I T WAS RUNNI NG ABOUT $12- TO $14, 000

AN QUNCE FOR THAT STUFF.

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

MR TANNER |' M SORRY?

MR GENSAMER  $12- TO $14, 000 AN OUNCE.

MR TANNER AN OQUNCE? $12 TO $14, 000 AN
QUNCE? | DON T KNOW HOW MANY TONS WE HAVE AT THE
LANDFI LL, BUT.

MS. LARKEE: LINDA LARKEE. WHAT ARE THE
EFFECTS OF BENZENE | N WATER AND WHAT -- | QGUESS, |F
YQU BREATHE METHANE, WHAT ARE THOSE EFFECTS? |
KNOW THEY VWEREN T HAZARDOUS | N DRI NKI NG WATER AND
STUFF.

MR TANNER  VELL, |I'M NOT QU TE SMART
ENCQUGH TO KNOW THAT, BUT THERE MAY BE SOVEONE | N
THE ROOM THAT 1S. WOULD OQUR HEALTH PECPLE HAVE ANY
I DEA? | HATE TO QU Z YOU AND PUT YOQU ON THE SPOT.

MR GO NG THE EFFECTS OF BENZENE
CONCENTRATI ON I N THE WATER- - -

M5. PEURIFOY: TODD, | CAN T HEAR YQU.

MR GING |'MSORRY. THE EFFECTS --
HEALTH EFFECTS OF EXPCSURE TO ANY TYPE COF
CONTAM NANTS DEPENDS ON THE DOSE OR THE LEVEL CF
THE CONTAM NANT OF THE GROUNDWATER. AND WE' VE NOT
HAD AN CPPORTUNI TY TO EVALUATE THE LEVELS THAT ARE
IN THE GROUNDWATER, BUT VWE WLL BE DA NG THAT AT A
PUBLI C HEALTH ASSESSMENT I N WH CH WE LL LOOK AT THE

CONTAM NANTS AND WE LL RELEASE THAT TO YQOU.
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MS. LARKEE: BUT THERE AREN T ANY STUDI ES

OF WHAT BENZENE WLL DO TO YQU?

MR MORGAN WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS?

MR GO NG THERE ARE EFFECTS. PROBABLY

THE MOST -- THE MOST W DELY KNOWN EFFECTS OF

BENZENE | S CANCER.  BUT, LIKE | SAID, |T DEPENDS ON

THE AMOUNT THAT YOU RE EXPCSED TO AND THE DURATI ON

THAT YOU RE EXPCSED TO I T.

AND FROM WHAT | UNDERSTAND FROM TONI GHT' S

PRESENTATI ON, VE WOULD NOT CONSI DER THAT A

PCSSI BILITY AT TH' S Tl ME BECAUSE THERE S NO

I NDI CATI ON THAT PEOPLE ARE ACTUALLY BEI NG EXPCSED

TO CONTAM NANTS OF GROUNDWATER. BUT VE WLL BE

LOCKI NG AT THAT.

MS. LARKEE: HOW ABOUT METHANE?

MR GONG METHANE | DON T KNOW |

WOULD HAVE TO LOOK THAT UP.

MR PARKER TERRY, ON TH S -- LANE

PARKER ON TH S SITE OQUT THERE, IS THERE ANYTHI NG

THERE RI GHT NOW JUST PER SE THE SI TE, THAT WOULD

MEET -- THAT WOULD EXCEED THE PERM SSI BLE EXPOSURE

LIMTS FOR ANY OF THE KNOAN CONTAM NANTS THERE JUST

BY WALKI NG ACROSS THE SI TE OR ANYTHI NG LI KE THAT?

MR TANNER NO NONE THAT WE' VE SEEN AS

PART OF QUR | NVESTI GATION.  THERE S NO | MVEDI ATE

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

THREAT. MOST OF THE THREATS THAT WE RE SEEI NG ARE
FROM AGAIN, POTENTIAL. AND TO CLARI FY THAT, THE
POTENTI AL FOR THE GROUNDWATER TO ACTUALLY M GRATE
I NTO A PRI VATE VEELL.

MR PARKER | N OTHER WORDS, YQU D HAVE
TO MORE OR LESS GO THERE SEVEN DAYS, 24 HOURS A
DAY?

MR TANNER  AND PROBABLY SOMVE MORE THAN
THAT AS WELL. YES?

MR SCOIT: ROGER SCOTT AGAIN. SO YQU RE
SAYI NG THAT IN YOUR MODEL YOU RE NOT PRQIECTI NG
THAT PLUME TO EXTEND MUCH WHERE | T | S NOWP

MR TANNER  WVELL, FORTUNATELY FOR US THE
ONLY THI NG THAT MOVES SLOMNER THAN THE GOVERNMENT | S
GROUNDWATER.  AND SOVETI MES -- AND | CGET AS
FRUSTRATED AT TH S PROCESS AS YQU FOLKS DO | CAN
TELL YOU STORIES. WE WLL, AND | DO KNOWTH' S, BE
ABLE TO GO QUT AND CATCH THAT GROUNDWATER BEFCRE | T
DCES M GRATE. | DON T KNOW THE ACTUAL M GRATI ON
RATE, AND I T'S RATED I N | BELI EVE FEET PER DAYS.
DCES THAT SCUND R GHT? BUT WE WOULD BE ABLE TO
CATCH I T BEFORE I T MAKES ANY OF THE -- BEFOCRE I T
PROGRESSES AND DOES GET I N THE WELLS AT LEAST AT
TH' S PQO NT.

HOW ABQUT CQULD WE HAVE A QUESTI ON FROM
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SOVEONE MAYBE WHO HASN T SPOKEN UP YET? AND |'LL
CGET TO YQU OTHER FOLKS TOO AS VELL, BUT IS THERE
ANYONE VE HAVEN T HEARD FROM TONI GHT THAT HAS A
QUESTION?  VYES, SIR

MR N CHOLSON  CHARLES NICHOLSON. IS
THERE ANY PGCSSI BI LI TY OF LOCATI NG SAY, HOT SPOTS
IN THE DUMP THAT ARE ESPECI ALLY BAD, THAT IF YQU
REMOVE THOSE THE R SK WOULD BE MORE EASILY
CONTAI NED?

MR TANNER  THAT WOULD BE A POSSI BI LI TY.
A VEN THE 100 ACRES- PLUS THAT WE LOCKED AT, THE HOT
SPOTS ARE QUI TE A CHALLENGE. TYPI CALLY -- AND THAT
IS A TYPI CAL APPROACH TO LANDFI LLS, WE CAN GO I N
AND FI ND SOVE HOT SPOTS LI KE THE OLD CAYCE DUWP
AREA, VE CAN GO I N AND DO SOMVETH NG ABQUT THOSE.

WE DIDN' T REALLY SEE ANYTH NG FROM THE

ANALYTI CAL DATA OR THE HI STORI CAL | NFCRVATI ON THAT
LED US TO BELI EVE THERE WERE HOT SPOTS ATTRI BUTI NG
TO THOSE -- TO THAT GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATION. |
W SH WE COULD HAVE FOUND THEM | T M GHT MAKE SOME
OF OUR REMEDI ES A LI TTLE LESS COSTLY IN TH S
I NSTANCE.  YES?

M5. NICHOLSON | HAVE TWD QUESTI ONS
ABQUT THE SECTI ON ON PACGES 3 AND 4 CALLED SURFACE

WATER AND SEDI MENT -- RUTH NI CHOLSON. ONE OF THEM
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I'S TALKI NG ABOQUT THE OCONTAM NATI ON BEI NG LI M TED TO
ON-SI TE AREAS AND AREAS ADJACENT TO THE SI TE.
DEFI NE " AREAS ADJACENT TO THE SI TE" FOR ME.

MR TANNER COKAY. (PAUSE). WELL, | WAS
THINKING | HAD A SLIDE. | T SHOAED THE STUDY AREA
AND | PROBABLY DO SOMEWHERE, WHAT WE' RE CALLI NG
THE QUOTE, UNQUOTE, STUDY AREA |'S ESSENTI ALLY
ENCAPSULATED BY THE AREA THAT YOU SEE HERE ( MARKI NG
ON CHART). I T MGHT BE A LITTLE BI T Bl GGER THAN
THAT BUT, FOR THE MOST PART, ESPECIALLY W TH
REGARDS TO THE SURFACE WATER AND THE SEDI MENT, IT
WOULD BE CONTAI NED TO THI S AREA HERE, WH CH VERE
THE STREAVB THAT WE SAVPLED, AND FROM HERE TO |
BELI EVE HERE WAS ABOUT THE LAST SAMPLE THAT WE
ACTUALLY COLLECTED (| NDI CATI NG) .

M5. NI CHOLSON SO SEDI MENT WAS TAKEN I N
THE Bl GGER AREA?

MR TANNER NO, MA AM  ACTUALLY, THE
SEDI MENT WOULD HAVE TO BE LIM TED TO THE STREAVS
WH CH VERE HERE AND ANOTHER ONE HERE (| NDI CATING) .

M5. NICHOLSON  AND THE OTHER THI NG WAS
IN THAT SAVE PARAGRAPH | T TALKED ABOUT HOW BECAUSE
THERE WAS A DROUGHT LAST SUMMER WHEN THI NGS VERE
DONE | T HAD | NEFFECTUAL RESULTS AND THEY' RE GO NG

TO TRY AGAIN. WHAT IF THERE S A DROUGHT AGAI N?
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

WLL YQU EVER GET GOOD RESULTS FROM SEDI MENT AND
SURFACE WATER?

MR TANNER  VELL, |F WE COULD JUST GET
THAT DARN WEATHER TO BEHAVE, |F THAT WE COULD.
THAT' S THE UNFORTUNATE THI NG ABOQUT SAMPLI NG WHEN
WE GO QUT TO SAMPLE, IT'S ALMOST LIKE AN ACT COF
CONGRESS | TSELF GETTI NG EVERYONE OUT THERE AND THE
EQUI PMENT.  AND MANY Tl MES THE WEATHER DOES NOT
COOPERATE.

M. NNCHOLSON |F YOU READ I T AT TH' S
SUMMER, SAY, UNDER BETTER CONDI TI ONS AND YQU GOT
DRAVATI CALLY DI FFERENT RESULTS, WHAT WOULD THAT DO
TO-- | MEAN, IF WE RE LOCKED | NTO SOVE SORT COF
PLAN, WOULD THAT CHANGE THE PLANS? WOULD YQU BACK
UP AGAI N?

MR TANNER YES, |IT WOULD. ONE OF THE
TH NGS PECULI AR TO SUPERFUND SI TES | S THAT EVEN
THOUGH VEE MAY PI CK A REMEDY AND SAY -- SAY WE
DIDN T THI NK THAT THAT NEEDED TO BE CLEANED UP AND
FOR SOME REASON | N THE FUTURE WE VENT BACK AND
DECI DED, "WELL, IT S BEEN FIVE OR TEN YEARS. LET' S
GO BACK AND RESAMPLE THAT." | F VWE FIND A PROBLEM
UNDER THE AUTHORI TY G VEN THE SUPERFUND, WE COULD
GO BACK AND RECPEN THAT | SSUE.  YES?

MR CENSAMER DAN GENSAMER AT ONE TI ME
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

| KNOW THERE WAS AN | DEA OF PUTTING A HOLDI NG POND
FOR SURFACE WATER TO THE LEFT OF THE BALLPARK, AND
THERE WAS A PI PE HOLE PUT I N AND AN ATTEMPT TO PUT
A SMALL HOLDI NG POND I N,

MR TANNER TH S AREA HERE
(1 NDI CATI NG ?

MR GENSAMER VYES. 1S THAT GO NG TO BE
REI NSTI TUTED?

MR TANNER | DON T KNON VE DID
DETERM NE THAT WE NEEDED TO DO SQVETH NG ABOUT THE
SURFACE WATER RUNCFF AND THE EROSI ON PROBLEM  ViE
MAY GO BACK AND REVI SI T THAT AND SAY, YOU KNOW
"LET' S REACTI VATE THAT AND WORK THAT | NTO THE
SCHEME, " OR WE MAY DETERM NE THROUGH AN ENG NEERI NG
STUDY THAT | T WOULD BE BEST TO TRY A SLI GHTLY
DI FERENT APPROACH.

VE REALLY HAVEN T DECI DED SPECI FI CALLY HOW

VE' RE GO NG TO DO THAT AT THI'S POINT, ONLY THAT I T
DOES NEED TO BE DONE.

MR GENSAMER WY | MENTI ONED THAT IF IT
WAS WASHED QUT AND THERE WAS A TORRENTI AL RAI N
RI GHT AFTER THAT WAS | NSTALLED, | DON T KNOW WHAT
COULD BE DONE TO REMEDY THAT. | T ALMOSI WASHED QUT
ON 1-26. | T BLEWRI GHT THROUGH THE EXI STI NG

SYSTEM
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA
MR TANNER |T S GO NG TO BE AN
ENG NEERI NG CHALLENGE TO DO THAT. | DON T KNOW
WHAT | T'S GO NG TO TAKE AT TH'S PO NT, AND | DOUBT
| F ANYONE DCES.
MR GENSAMER BUT I T WLL BE ADDRESSED?
MR TANNER YES, IT WLL.
( PAUSE)
MR TANNER YOU FOLKS ARE BEI NG AWFUL
EASY ON ME, OR AWFLL KIND, ONE. OR YOU RE VERY
TIRED AND ARE READY TO GO HOVE. OTHER QUESTI ONS?
LINDA, DI D YOU HAVE A QUESTI O\?
MB. LARKEE: | DON T KNOWIF YOU CAN
ANSVER TH'S, | T M GHT BE A QUESTI ON FCR SOMEONE
ELSE. WHO EXACTLY PAYS FCR TH'S? | MEAN, |'S THAT
JUST LEXI NGTON COUNTY TAXPAYERS OR |'S THAT, YOU
KNOW WHOEVER OMKED THE DUMPS DO THEY PAY FCR | T?
MR TANNER |'LL TELL YOU A LITTLE BI T
AT LEAST ABOUT E.P.A 'S POSI TI ON ON WHO CLEANS
THESE UP. LEGALLY, OUR LAWERS GO THROUGH ALL THE
RECCRDS AND THEY DETERM NE WHO VE HAVE EVI DENCE
ON  THERE S A LOT OF DI FFERENT WAYS. SHI PPI NG
LI STS, WASTE -- A VAR ETY OF THINGS. ANYTHI NG - -
ANY PAPERWORK TRAIL AT ALL THAT WE CAN FI ND THAT
ASSOC ATES A COMPANY TO A SITE, VE USE AS

EVI DENCE.
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

IN CASE OF A LANDFI LL, WE CAME UP WTH

APPROXI MATELY 44 DI FFERENT RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES.

PART OF THE PROCESS, VE WVENT TO ALL OF THEM AND

SAI D, "WE HAVE EVI DENCE THAT SUGGESTS YQU FOLKS

WERE RESPONS| BLE FOR WASTE AT THI S SITE," AS WE DO

AT ALL QUR SI TES.

IN THE CASE OF THE LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL,

THERE WAS ONLY ONE PARTY WLLING TO OAN UP TO THAT

RESPONSI BILITY. | CAN T ANSWER FOR ANY CF THE

DECISIONS. | CAN T ANSWER FOR THE PECPLE WHO

DIDN T COVE FORWARD.

VWHAT | DI D DO WAS WORK W TH THE CARDS THAT |

HAD. |F SOVEBCODY | S WLLING TO COME FORWARD AND

WORK WTH THE AGENCY, | WLL DO THAT. | KNOW THAT

THE COUNTY HAS TAKEN A LOT OF HEAT FOR WHAT THEY' VE

DONE, AND |'M NOT HERE TO PASS JUDGMVENT ON THAT.

YQU FOLKS, AND THI S | S YOUR BACKYARD, | REALIZE

THAT, THOSE ARE DECI SI ONS AND BATTLES THAT YOU TAKE

ON YOURSELF,

| DON T KNOWWHAT WLL HAPPEN QUT OF ALL COF

TH'S, BUT | DO KNOW THAT MOST OF THE WORK THAT' S

GO NG TO BE DONE AT TH' S SI TE WOULD HAVE TO BE DONE

REGARDLESS OF E. P, A."S I NVOLVEMENT IN I T OR NOT

BECAUSE OF THE SOLI D WASTE REGULATIONS. | TH NK A

LOT OF PECPLE HAVEN T -- OR M GHT HAVE M SSED THAT
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

PO NT BUT, AGAIN, | CAN T REALLY SAY -- ART BROCKS,
WHO IS THE ASSI STANT -- ART, WHAT'S YOUR TI TLE?

MR BROCOKS: COUNTY ADM NI STRATCR

MR TANNER COULD YOU G VE US A LITTLE
I NSI GHT | NTO LI NDA' S QUESTI ON?

MR BROOKS: LEXI NGTON COUNTY, EARLY ON,
WAS I N THE PROCESS OF THE BEST | NTEREST OF ALL THE
Cl TI ZENS AND BUSI NESSES OF LEXI NGTON COUNTY TO
CLEAN TH S SITE UP. WE ALSO HAD HEARD HORRCR
STORI ES AND DOCUMENTED LEGAL BATTLES AS TO WHO WAS
GO NG TO PAY WHAT AND HOW MJUCH, WWHAT PERCENTAGE AND
SO FORTH.

VWE FELT LIKE | T WOULD BE BETTER FCR THE COUNTY
TO COVE FORWARD AND LESS COSTLY TO THE COUNTY
OVERALL TO GO AHEAD AND TAKE RESPONSI BI LI TY AND
MOVE FORWARD WTH THI S PROCESS. |F WE HADN T OF
DONE THAT, WE WOULD NOT BE CLOSE TO THI S PO NT VE
ALREADY ARE. |'M SURE WE D STILL BE I N COURT WTH
SOME OF THE OTHER PECPLE. THERE WERE 44 PECPLE,
PRI NCI PAL RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES, THAT TERRY
MENTI ONED. SOVE OF THEM WERE THE BAPTI ST CHURCH I N
CAYCE, YQU KNOW THERE S JUST A MYRI AD CF PECPLE
THAT USED THE DUMP QUT THERE.
SO -- AND I THINK SINCE THE COUNTY -- | TH NK

I'T WAS UNUSUAL FOR THE COUNTY THAT E.P. A DI D NOT
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NECESSARI LY HAVE A WHOLE LOT OF EXPERI ENCE DEALI NG
W TH COUNTI ES, AND SINCE THAT TIME | TH NK WE' VE
BEEN RECOGNI ZED AS A LEADER IN A LOT OF THE OTHER
MUNI CI PALI TI ES THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY COF LOOKI NG AT
TH' S PROCESS OF A WAY CF SAVI NG MONEY | N THE LONG
RUN.

MS. LARKEE: SO WLL OUR TAXES GO UP TO
PAY FOR TH' S, OR DO YOU HAVE ENOUGH MONEY?

MR BROOKS: YEAH. YQU KNOW $8 M LLION
FI GURE, 30 YEARS, THAT'S A QUARTER CF A M LLION
DOLLARS A YEAR, | QUESS, ROUGHLY FI GURED QUT. SO
-- AND VE HAVE COUNCI LMAN SPI RES HERE WHO
REPRESENTS US, HE'S GO NG TO TELL YQU CF THE
BUSI NESSES AND HE WANTS TO SPEAK.

MR SPIRES: | T STARTED QUT AS THE CAYCE
DUWMP, WEST COLUMBI A DUWP. THE LAND WAS BOUGHT TO
START WTH WHEN | WAS ON THE RECREATI ON COWM SSI ON.
THE SECURED -- PRCOFI T SECURED THROUGH WHAT WAS I N
THE FEDERAL PROCESS CALLED BUREAU OPERATI ON GRANT.
THAT'S HOW I T ENDED UP | N THE BALDI NG ( PHONETI C)
COVPLEX.

THE BOUNCER ( PHONETI C) PROPERTY WAS THEN

DECI DED TO USE THE LANDFILL. I T WAS DONE SO I N
COVPLETE ACCORDANCE W TH DHEC. AT THAT TIME I T

FOLLONED THE STANDARDS OF ENG NEERI NG AND SOUNDNESS
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

OF Dl SPCSABLE WASTE.

LOCKI NG BACK AT THE ' 60S AND ' 70S, WE NOW KNOW
THAT YOU SHOULD NOT HAVE PUT A LANDFI LL AND SAND
HLL TOBEGN WTH | T PREDATES ME, PREDATES MY
ACTIVITY PQLI TI CALLY; OKAY?

AT TH'S PO NT IN TI ME WE DECI DED SEVERAL YEARS
AGO AND, OF COURSE, CAYCE-WEST COLUMBI A RECEI VED A
SMALL AMOUNT OF ROYALTY AS A RESULT OF GAS COVER
SYSTEMS I N THERE. BUT WE DETERM NED THAT, QUI TE
FRANKLY, | NSTEAD OF SPENDI NG MONEY FI GHTI NG LEGAL
BATTLES, SPENDI NG MONEY W TH ALL 44 | DENTI FI ED
PECPLE ON THE BASI S THAT EVERY O TI ZEN, ALL 15
MUNI CI PALI TIES | N THE COUNTY, ALL THE BUSI NESSES | N
LEXI NGTON COUNTY THAT PUT | N THAT LANDFILL, WE
THOUGHT THE ONLY FAIR WAY TO DO | T WAS | NSTEAD COF
SPENDI NG ALL THE DCOLLARS | N THE LEGAL FI GHTS THAT
HAD BEEN GO NG ON ALL OVER TH S COUNTRY FCOR YEARS
WAS SI MPLY STEP FORWARD, | DENTIFY THE PROBLEM
| DENTI FY THE COST, AND THE COUNTY DO I T.

VWEDDIT, I THNK W RE THE FI RST COWUNI TY
IN THE COUNTRY WHO TOOK THIS POSITION. | DON T
TH NK -- | CAN TELL YQU FOLKS THAT, QU TE FRANKLY,
I T WAS AN UNUSUAL PCSI TION.  WE DETERM NED EARLY ON
WE D RATHER SPEND THE DOLLARS FI XI NG THE PROBLEM

I NSTEAD OF SPENDI NG THE DOLLARS FOR LAWYERS I N A
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COURTROOM

WE ALSO FELT I T WAS I N OUR BEST | NTEREST FROM

THE FACT THAT WE HAD 15 MUNI Cl PALI TI ES | NVOLVED,

AND ALL | NDUSTRY AMD BUSI NESSES PLUS THE 44 WHO

WERE | DENTI FI ED. WE THI NK WE CAN HANDLE THE COST

I'N THE NORVAL COURSE OF BUSI NESS | N THE NORVAL

PROCESS. WE, TO TH'S PO NT, HAVE HANDLED THE COST

I NCURRED | N THE BUDGETARY PROCESS, AND VWHAT WE

BASI CALLY HAVE | S WHAT VEE HAVE AND WHERE | T STANDS

AT TH' S PO NT.

OUR BUDGET I N THI S COUNTY IS $33, 550, 000. WE

SPEND $14 M LLI ON DEALI NG W TH THE CRI M NAL

ELEMENT, NOT THAT YOU RE | NTERESTED | N THAT TON GHT

BUT, | MEAN, THAT'S WHERE MOST OF IT GCES. AND THE

BALANCE OF I T WE GET 21 CENTS ON THE DOLLAR -- THE

23 CENTS ON THE LOCAL TAX DOLLAR THAT GO TO SCHOOLS

AND OTHER THI NGS, AND 84 CENTS OF THAT GOES TO FI RE

SERVI CE AND AMBULANCE SERVI CE AND LAW ENFORCEMENT,

PUBLI C WORKS AND THOSE TYPE THINGS. SO WE VE

HANDLED I T VERY VELL, AND VE THINK THI S | S THE BEST

ANSVER | N THE LONG RUN.

VH LE "M UP, | WANT YOU TO UNDERSTAND

SOVETHI NG NOW  WHEN YQU SAY "1 NDUSTRI AL WASTE, "

YOQU USED THAT WORD A WHI LE AGD.  FOR A LONG TI ME,

THERE WAS NO DEFI NI TI ON BECAUSE OF THE
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

REGULATI ONS.  WHEN RULES AND REGULATI ONS CAME TO

BE, WE FOLLOWED THOSE RULES AND REGULATI ONS.

WE ARE NOT AWARE THAT ANYTHI NG TOXI C CR

HAZARDQUS HAS BEEN PUT | N THE LANDFILL. WE BELI EVE

THAT WHAT' S GONE | N THERE HAS BEEN W THI N WHAT 1S

CALLED THE MSW CATEGCRY AS DEFI NED BY LAW THI S

WAS SCLI D WASTE WHI CH DCES | NCLUDE SQVE PLANT AND

I NDUSTRY AND | NDUSTRI AL TYPE WASTE, BUT I T I S NOT

TOXI C AND HAZARDOUS. AND VWE DON T BELIEVE IT' S

EVER BEEN | N THERE.

UNLI KE A LOT OF COUNTI ES | N SOUTH CARCLI NA,

WE VE ALWAYS MONI TORED THAT GATE AND MONI TORED WHAT

VENT -- THAT' S THE REASON THERE S BEEN SUCH GOOD

RECORDS SI NCE THE COUNTY HAS BEEN I NVOLVED IN I T.

THE RECORDS HE TALKED ABQUT NOT HAVI NG PREDATES THE

COUNTY BECOM NG | NVOLVED AND COPERATI NG

SO UNDERSTAND WE COWPLI ED W TH WHAT -- NOT

JUST ME, BUT WHOEVER WAS | N GOVERNMVENT AT THE TI ME

COWPLI ED WTH THE EXI STI NG LAW WV, YEARS AGO,

VWHEN WE FI RST | DENTI FI ED A PROBLEM W TH THE

DRI NKING -- WTH WELL WATER, WE VENT IN THERE W TH

THE CORPORATION -- THE G TY OF CAYCE, AND THE

COUNTY ENG NEER SUCH AS THAT. AND THOSE PECPLE WHO

DD LIVE IN THERE, VE RAN CI TY WATER TO THEM

THAT' S THE REASON THERE ARE NO DRI NKI NG VELL - -
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA
DRI NKI NG WATER VEELLS | N THAT AREA, SO WE TOOXX CARE
OF THAT A LONG TI ME AGO. VE | DENTI FI ED THAT EARLY
ON.

METHANE GAS -- AND | HEAR YOU CONCERNED ABQUT
THAT, BUT THAT' S AN OCCURRI NG PROCESS | N LANDFI LLS
BUT IT'S ALSO A RECURRI NG PROCESS OTHERW SE.
METHANE GAS |'S NOT A HAZARD TO ANYBCDY' S HEALTH,
BENEFI T OR WELFARE UNLESS I T'S ALLONED TO
CONCENTRATE | N LEVELS BEYOND THAT WHICH I S SET BY
THE PARAMETERS CF THE TESTI NG PROCESS.

AND THE WAY YOU FI ND QUT WHERE YQU PUT THE GAS
RECOVERY SYSTEM I N, AND THERE M GHT BE A LOT COF
DI FFERENT TH NGS THAT GO NOW BUT, ACTUALLY, ONE WAY
IS WE GO AT NI GHT AND DO AN | NFRARED X- RAY PROCESS
OF THE LANDFILL TO SEE WHERE -- HONH GH I T CAME UP
BASED ON THAT X- RAY PROCESS.

WE THI NK WE VE GOT THE METHANE GAS PROCESS
HANDLED EARLY ON. I N FACT, WE MOST PRCBABLY GOT
I NTO THE RECOVERY SYSTEM DOMWN THERE -- REALLY, IN
MOST LANDFI LLS I'N SOUTH CARCLI NA I'N SUCH CQUNTI ES,
VWH CH HAVE 55 COUNTY LANDFILLS, WHICH | DON T
UNDERSTAND WHY ANY COUNTY WOULD WANT MORE THAN
ONE. | DON T UNDERSTAND VWHY THERE' S 355 (SIC) OF
THEM I N THE STATE OF SQUTH CARCLI NA, BUT THAT' S HOW

MANY THERE ARE | N SOUTH CARCLI NA.
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LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

BUT VE THI NK WE VE HAD THAT UNDER CONTRCL FCR
QU TE SOME TIME. |'VE LI STENED VERY CAREFULLY.
THE ONLY THING | WOULD HAVE A REASON TO QUESTION I S
THE COMVENT MADE BY YQU, TERRY, ABQUT LANDFILL
BURNI NG

' VE BEEN I N THE | NDUSTRY SI NCE 1985, BEEN I N
21 STATES. MWy COWPANY OMNNS AND OPERATES 16 -- 18
LANDFI LLS. ' M NOT AWARE OF ANY BURNI NG LANDFI LLS.
I TH NK THAT WOULD BE AN UNCOWON THI NG FCR A
LANDFI LL TO BE ON FIRE. THERE M GHT BE -- | MEAN,
I"MNOT AWARE. |' M NOT SAYI NG THERE AREN T ANY BUT
I"M NOT AWARE THERE ARE ANY, ESPECI ALLY I N SCQUTH
CARCLI NA.

I N RELATI ONSH P TO THE SURFACE WATER
CONTAI NVENT AND THE SURFACE WATER CLEANUP, IN
ADDI TION TO THE STUDI ES I N THAT AREA THEN WE NEED
TO PROCEED W TH THAT AND GET DONE.

| WOULD CLOSE MY COMMENT AT THI'S PO NT ON THE
BASI S THAT | TH NK WE' VE TAKEN PRCPER AND PROVED
STILL NOT TO WASTE THE DOLLARS, THE TAX DCLLARS,
SPENDI NG MONEY | N ACTUAL CLEANUP AND CGET THE REMEDY
I N PLACE.

THERE | S A PI PE DOMN AT THE OLD PALMETTO WOOD
PRESERVI NG SI TE THAT VEE THI NK WE CAN HOOK | NTO TO

GET DO TO CAYCE. AT TH'S PONT IN TI ME, BY SOME

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

LEXI NGTON COUNTY LANDFI LL AREA

PRETREATMENT PROCESS, THAT' S TO BE DETERM NED. |
DON T THINK | T'S BEEN DETERM NED AT TH S PO NT THAT
WE NEED TO PRETREAT.

MR TANNER NO WE HAVEN T YET.

MR SPIRES: R GHT. OKAY. BUT WE TH NK
WE HAVE A METHOD AND A WAY TO HANDLE ALL THAT. AND
HAVI NG SAID ALL THAT | THI NK WE HAVE, AT TH S
PO NT, FROM WHAT VE | NHERI TED HAVE MOVED | N A VERY
QU CK AND RESPONSI BLE MANNER, AND | THI NK WE' VE GOT
THE PROCESS WVELL | N HAND.

AND AT TH'S PO NT, ALTHOUGH YOQU VE ALWAYS
HEARD RUMORED ABOUT HOW BAD E. P. A IS AND ALTHOUGH
AT TIMES THEY HAVE BEEN DI FFI CULT IN MY CPINION, |
WOULD ALSO HASTEN TO SAY THAT | THINK I T'S BEEN A
GOOD WORRI NG RELATI ONSH P W TH DHEC AND THE PECPLE
WE VE BEEN | N\VOLVED WTH AT TH S STANDPO NT I N THE
TESTI NG PROCESS.

AND, AT THI S PO NT, CAYCE-WEST COLUMBIA IS
I NCORPCRATI NG W TH THE COUNTY, AND | TH NK WE RE
GO NG TO GET THI'S THI NG DONE AND | THI NK WE RE TO
DO IT MOST PROBABLY FOR LESS COST THAN ANY OTHER
SITE OF THS SIZE THAT |'M AWARE OF IN THE 21
STATES |' VE BEEN IN AND QUT OF SI NCE 1985.

THE ONLY OTHER COMMENT |' D MAKE AT TH' S PO NT

IN TIME, WE NEED TO MOVE FORWARD I N My CPI NI ON.
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WE VE WAl TED, BECAUSE CF ALL THESE TEST
PROCEDURES. | N ORDER TO CONTRCL THE SEEPS QUT THE
SIDE AND TO GET THE BENEFI T -- GET LESS METHANE
GENERATI ON AND LESS WATER | N THE PLUME, THAT' S GONE
DOM SI NCE WE PUT THAT OTHER CAP ON. WE NEED TO GO
BACK QUT THERE AND DO SOVE ADDI TI ONAL TCP COVER,
NOT NECESSARI LY W TH CLAYS, BUT WTH SOVE OTHER
MATERI ALS | NCLUDI NG SOVE TOP SO LS, AND WE NEED TO
CGET | T VEGETATED QUT. BECAUSE |F WE CAN CET IT
VEGETATED QUT AND GET A STAND -- A GOCD STATI ON ON
IT, WE RE GO NG TO GET AN EVAPCRATI ON PROCESS TO
TAKE PLACE WHERE | T WLL EVAPCRATE AND GO QUT. IT
WON' T CONTI NUE TO SEEP DOM | NTO THE GARBAGE AND
HAVE A CONTAM NANT PROCESS.

AND VEE -- | THI NK WE HAD DOM | N CAYCE VE PUT
-- VEE HAD FOUR ACRES UNCOVERED FOR QUI TE SOME
TIME. SINCE WE GOT' THAT 40 ACRES FI NALLY COVERED
WTH AN AMOUNT OF CLAY, IT PUT ALL THAT I N PLACE
AND TRI ED TO VEGETATE I T. THE AMOUNT OF WATER
GO NG I N THE PLUME PROCESS HAS GONE DOMN. IS THAT
CORRECT, TOO? | MEAN, WHAT |'VE READ ABQUT IT,
STUDI ED ABQUT I T, SAYS THAT -- OKAY. 1T S GONE
DOMN.

I F WE CAN GET BACK I N THERE AND CGET A BETTER

VECGETATI VE COVER | T WLL BECOVE MORE ATTRACTI VE,
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WE LL GET LESS METHANE CGENERATI ON BECAUSE | T CUTS
OFF THE MJ STURE TO THE GARBAGE, THAT' S GO NG TO GO
DOM. AND WE LL HAVE A LESS CONTAM NANT PROCESS TO
WORRY ABQUT, AND WE' VE GOT' THE PUWP PRETREAT OR
PUVWP AND Cl RCULATE THE PTOW S.

AT TH'S PONT IN TI ME, WE BELI EVE THE CAYCE
PLANT CAN HANDLE THE PROCESS W THOUT ANY
DI FFI CULTY. THE PALMETTO WOOD PRESERVI NG SI TE HAS
BEEN REMEDI ED. | F YOU REMEMBER SEVERAL YEARS AGO
WHEN | WAS | N THE TRUCKI NG BUSI NESS, | HAULED OFF
ALL THAT STUFF THAT WAS SI TTI NG DOMN THERE ON THE
SIDE OF THE BO LERWDCD ( PHONETI C) COVWMUNI TY - -
REMEMBER WHEN RI CHLAND COUNTY GOT' THE COURT CRDER
AND SAID | COULDN T GO THROUGH RI CHLAND COUNTY I N
THE TRUCK NO MORE AND THEY TRIED TO LOCK ME UP
BECAUSE | DIDN T HAVE THE AUTHORI TY OR THE
PERM SSI ON TO HAUL THE STUFF?

WELL, ALL I'M TRYING TO TELL YQU IS THAT SI TE
I'S ALSO BEI NG REMEDI ED.  WE GOT THOSE THREE SI TES
VERY CLOSE TOGETHER, IN MY CPINION, IN THE END. I F
I T"S NECESSARY FOR THE SI TE NEXT TO BO LERWOCD,
VWHAT ELSE WE' VE GOT GO NG ON, ALL THOSE WOULD BE
TI ED TOGETHER AS FAR AS PUMPI NG QUT | F THAT BECOMES
A NECESSI TY | N HANDLI NG THE PROCESS TO MOVE

FORWARD.
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I TH NK WE VE DONE VELL W TH THE ENG NEERI NG

SIDE CF IT, | TH NK WE VE MOVED RESPONSI BLY. NOW
I KNOW YQU EXPECT ME TO SAY THAT, BUT | TH NK THE
RECORDS, |F YOU WLL LOOK INTO THEM WLL ALSO
VERI FY WHAT | TOLD YOU.

MB. LARKEE: WHAT KIND OF ROYALTI ES ARE
YOQU TALKI NG ABOUT?

MR SPIRES: GAS WAS RECOVERED SEVERAL
YEARS AGO WHERE HE WOULD RECOVER METHANE, HE WAS
GO NG TO SELL IT AND HE DOES SELL I T TO THE ASPHALT
PLANT ACRCSS THE ROAD. HE DON T SELL IT OVER THERE
ANYMORE?

MR CENSAMER SENDS | T DOMN TO.

MR SPIRES: SENDS IT ALL DOMWN TO- - -

MR CENSAMER  GASTON COPPER

MR SPIRES: SENDS I T ALL DOMN TO GASTON
COPPER.  AND THERE ARE PECPLE WHO TAKE METHANE CQUT
AND THEY CAN DO A LOT OF THHNGS. YQU CAN USE I T TO
FI RE GAS TURBI NES, TO PRODUCE ELECTRICI TY AT SQVE
SITES. | MEAN, THERE S ALL KINDS OF TH NGS THAT
CAN BE DONE WTH I T.

MS. LARKEE: WHAT KIND OF MONEY ARE WE
TALKI NG?

MR SPIRES: IT'S -- THE MONEY IS NO BI G

TH NG IN FACT, QU TE FRANKLY, |IT'S BEST THAT IT' S
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BEI NG DONE THAT WAY BECAUSE I TS SAVI NG THE
TAXPAYERS THE COST TO PUT I N THE GAS METHANE
RECOVERY SYSTEM AND TO RUN THE SYSTEM | TSELF. AND
AS LONG AS HE' LL STAY AND CPERATE I T, WE' LL BE THE
BETTER OFF BECAUSE THAT' S THAT MANY LESS DOLLARS WVE
HAVE TO PUT INTO I T I F HE TH NKS HE CAN MAKE A
PROFIT QUT OF DO NG IT.

ANYTH NG THE PRI VATE SECTCR CAN DO --
UNDERSTAND, |' M I N FAVOR OF PRI VATI ZATI ON AS FAR AS
A LOT OF PROCESSES GO, WE NEED MORE THAN WE' VE GOT
NOW AS LONG AS VEE HAVE SOMEONE THAT WLL STEP
FORWARD TO DO THAT, |'D RATHER THEM DO I T AND TAKE
THE R SK THAN I T BE BORNE BY THE TAXPAYERS COF
LEXI NGTON COUNTY.  ANY OTHER QUESTI ONS | CAN ANSVEER
I'LL BE GLAD TO ANSVEER

MR CENSAMER  JUST ONE. DAN GENSAMER

AGAIN. | OAN AND OPERATE THE PAR TEE DRI VI NG RANCE
ON TOP OF THE LANDFILL, AND | WOULD HAVE A MJCH
BETTER COVER- UP THERE ON TOP COF I T VEGETATI ONW SE
IF I COULD GET SOVE WATER TO | RRI GATE WTH.  LAST
YEAR | GOT WPED QUT WTH THE DROUGHT, WHAT LI TTLE
COVER | HAD UP THERE. AND WHAT'S STOPPING ME IS |
HAVE NO MEANS TO WATER THE AREA THERE.

AND | HAVE NOT -- |I'VE TALKED TO THE ENG NEERS

AND EVERYBCDY, AND NOBCDY' S G VEN ME A REMEDY
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BESI DES BUYI NG | T FROM CAYCE. AND | DO USE CAYCE

WATER FOR MY TEE BOX AND OTHER AREAS, BUT | CANNOT

AFFCRD TO USE THE WATER QUT ON THE RANGE. | F |

COULD GET SOME WATER AT A DECENT PRICE | WOULD DO

THAT, AND I T WOULD SAVE EVERYBCDY THE PROBLEM

BECAUSE | CAN GET GRASS TO GROWIF | CAN GET

WATER

I JUST CAN T AFFORD THE WATER. MY WATER BI LL

DURI NG THE DROUGHT LAST YEAR WAS QUTRAGEQUS. | PAY

DOUBLE BECAUSE |' M QUTSIDE THE I TY LIMTS, SO |

REALLY PAY A LOT FOR MY WATER  |' M VERY STI NGY

WTH IT.

SO | F VE COULD ADDRESS THAT | N THERE, THAT

WOULD BE ONE REMEDY -- EVEN WTH THE AREA THAT

LOCKS LIKE I T'S VEGETATED ON THE OTHER SIDE, |F YQU

WALK THROUGH THERE YOU LL FIND QUT I T'S NOT VERY

WELL VEGETATED. THERE' S A STREAM RUNNI NG THROUGH

THERE, BECAUSE -- THERE S JUST PATCHES OF I T QUT

THERE.

MR SPIRES: MRS, N CHOLSON TOQUCHED ON

SOMETHI NG A WHI LE AGQ.  YQU SEE, VW WOULD LIKE TO

DO SOMETH NG ABQUT THE COVER  WE D ALSO LI KE TO DO

SOMETHI NG MORE ABQUT THE SI DE -- THE SI DE SEEPACE.

BECAUSE WE DON' T WANT TO CONTAM NATE THE

TESTI NG PROCESS, WE HAVE BEEN UNABLE TO COME BACK
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IN AND DO SOVE TH NGS THAT M GHT HELP THE
VEGETATI VE COVER OR DUE TO THE S| ZE BECAUSE WVE
DON' T WANT TO AFFECT | N AN UNNATURAL WAY THE
SEDI MENT AND THE OTHER TESTI NG PROCESS.

THAT' S ANOTHER REASON WE NEED FOR -- WHATEVER
THE PROBLEM IS, WE NEED FOR THAT TO BE MADE BY
E. P. A. SO THAT WE CAN MOVE FORWARD W TH SOVE - -
W TH QUR PROGRAM | N RELATI ONSHI P W TH THE PROCESS
AND THE SIDE SEEPS. AND IF IT'S GO NG TO COST
SEDI MENTATI ON PONDS, THEN THE SEDI MENTATI ON PONDS
I'S SOMETH NG THAT WE CAN ADDRESS AND LOOX TO | F
YOU GET | NTO SEDI MENTATI ON PONDS THAT CONTRCL YOUR
SURFACE WATER, THEN THAT WLL DEFI NI TELY BECOMVE A
CONTAM NATED SQURCE OF WATER

THE ONLY CONTAM NATION IN WATER | S GO NG TO
CAUSE WHAT' S CALLED "LEACHATE," 1S WHERE THE RAIN
WATER COVES | N CONTACT WTH THE GARBAGE | TSELF. SO
IF YQU CAN SHED I T, ElI THER THROUGH THE EVAPCRATI ON
PROCESS CR SHED I T WHEN YQU CET | NTO YOUR
SEDI MENTATI ON PONDS, | T NEVER BECOMES A
CONTAM NATED PROCESS AND YOQU RE GO NG TO HAVE TO
SPEND VERY EXPENSI VE DOLLARS TO DEAL WTH I T.

THAT' S THE REASON WE NEED WHATEVER YOUR FI NAL
RECOMMVENDATI ON | S AS PRUDENTLY AS PCSSI BLE BUT AS

QU CKLY AS PCSSIBLE. WE NEED FOR THOSE SOLUTI ONS
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TO COVE FORWARD SO WE CAN START EFFECTI NG THOSE
OTHER SOLUTI ONS THAT WLL HELP THE OVERALL SITE IN
RELATI ONSHI P TO GENERATI ON OF LEACHATE, THE S| DE
WALL SEEPS AND THE VEGETATI VE PROCESS.

SO WHETHER WE' RE GO NG TO RECI RCULATE OR
VWHETHER WE' RE GO NG TO DO SOMETHI NG ELSE, I T DON T
MATTER HOWV MJUCH WATER HE PUTS. | F VWE DON T GET
GOOD SO L ON TOP OF THAT SITE, HE' S STILL NOT GO NG
TO HAVE A VEGETATI VE COVER

MR TANNER  LEGALLY I'M MOVI NG THE
PROCESS ALONG AS FAST AS | CAN RIGHT NOW PART COF
I'T I NVOLVES- - -

MR SPIRES: |'M NOT SAYI NG YOQU RE NOT,
BUT |' M JUST STRESSI NG TO YOU HOW | MPCRTANT | TH NK
ITIS SO LET S DRAW SOVE CONCLUSI ONS SO WE CAN
MOVE FORWARD.

MR TANNER  WVELL, WE RE WORKING ON I T AS
FAST AS WE CAN. SOVE OTHER QUESTI ONS?

MR PARKER  TERRY -- LANE PARKER AGAI N.
I'"D LIKE TO COMWEND LEXI NGTON COUNTY W TH THE WAY
THEY' RE HANDLI NG THI S PROCESS, GO NG AHEAD AND
EXPEDI TING TH'S TH NG YOU KNOW ABQUT GETTI NG
THESE COVERS -- THE SI TUATI ON REMEDI ED.

ONE OTHER QUESTION |'D LIKE TO ASK YQU IS |

KNOW THE ALTERNATI VE 4(A) WAS THE RECOMVENDED
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PROCEDURE THAT YQU -- THAT THE E. P. A RECOMVENDS
FOR THI S.
USI NG THE CRADLE TO THE GRAVE THECRY, WHICH IS

THE PECPLE RESPONSI BLE FOR I T UNTIL | T REACHES THE
GRAVE, NO LONGER A DANGER TO ANYBODY ELSE, WOULD
TH' S THECRY 4(A), WOULD THAT ACCOWPLI SH THAT
THEORY?

MR TANNER  ACCOWPLI SH THE THECRY
THAT.

MR PARKER | N OTHER WORDS, FROM THE DAY
THE CONTAM NANT |'S BORN TO WHERE YOU FINISH UP W TH
ALTERNATI VE A, THAT I T WOULD BE NO LONGER A DANGER
TO ANYBODY -- THE SITE, YQU KNOW THE
CONTAM NANTS?

MR TANNER  THE ALTERNATI VE THAT WE RE
PROPOSI NG WOULD KEEP THE SI TE SAFE -- NOT O\NLY
TODAY BUT TOMORROW AS VELL- - -

MR PARKER  THAT' S WHAT |' M TALKI NG
ABQUT. WE RE SPEAKI NG FROM THE DAY | T'S BORN AND
THE NEXT DAY, THAT' S WHAT | WAS SPEAKI NG CF.

MR TANNER YES. AND THE ALTERNATI VE AS
VELL | NCLUDES MONI TORING  WE WANT TO GO BACK AND
MAKE SURE THAT TH NGS HAVEN T CHANGED AND THERE' S
NOT ANY -- NOT SOVETHI NG LEAKI NG QUT THAT WE DIDN' T

SEE BEFCRE.
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MR SPIRES: | DON T WANT ANYBODY TO GO
HOMVE NOT UNDERSTANDI NG WE SPENT A LOT OF MONEY
ALREADY PUTTING IN ALL THESE WELLS. WE PUT 32
VELLS UP; OKAY? THE PROCEDURE FOR VELLS AND HOW
OFTEN THEY' RE TESTED | S WHAT?

MR BROOKS: QUARTERLY.

MR SPIRES: |T S BASI CALLY QUARTERLY.
SO UNDERSTAND, WE VE PUT ALL THOSE WELLS I N W TH
ALL THE EXI STING WELL SYSTEMS, AND THI'S I'S NOT
TALKED ABOUT ONCE A YEAR OR Bl ANNUAL PROCESS.
THESE WELLS AND THI'S PROCESS OF TESTING IS AN
ONGOI NG THI NG OOCURRI NG ON' A QUARTERLY BASI S.
THAT' S WHY | 'S SO DOGGONE EXPENSI VE, BECAUSE THE
ANALYTI CAL DATA YOU TALKED ABCUT EARLIER IS
EXPENSI VE. AMEN. IT IS

AND WHEN YOU DO | T THAT OFTEN, IT IS VERY

EXPENSI VE. AND | F YOU DO I T THE RI GHT VY,
EVENTUALLY A SITE WLL -- THE THECRY IS THAT THE

SITE WLL FINALLY START G VI NG OQUT MJCH LEACHATE

AND | T FACTORS | N BECAUSE | T BASI CALLY TURNS | TSELF

I NTO A BENI GN STATE, ONCE THE DECOWPCOSI TI ON

BASI CALLY OCCURS AND FULFILLS I TSELF. AND THAT' S

HOW YQU CGET THE SI TE SAFE WTH ALL TH S OTHER

PROCESS.

MR TANNER | T WOULD CERTAI NLY
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STABI LI ZE. ONCE I T DCES STABI LI ZE, WE CAN REDUCE

THE TEST TO MAYBE TWCE A YEAR OR ANNUALLY.

MR SPIRES: THAT' S R GHT.

MR TANNER | WOULD AT TH S TI ME LIKE TO

HEAR FROM MAYBE SOVEONE ELSE WHO HASN T SPOKEN UP

TONIGHT. |'S THERE ANYONE THAT HAS ANYTHI NG THAT

HAS BEEN A LI TTLE HESI TANT TO BRI NG UP?

MR CENSAMER |'VE GOT ONE OTHER THI NG

MR TANNER  OKAY.

MR CENSAMER |'D JUST LIKE TO SAY | AM

AT THE SI TE EVERY DAY, SEVEN DAYS A WEEK FROM TEN

IN THE MORNING UNTIL TEN AT NIGHT. AND | F ANYBODY

WOULD LIKE TO COME VISIT, | WOULD GLADLY SHOW THEM

THE TOP PART OF THE SO L, YOQU RE CERTAI NLY WELCOME

TO COVE VI SIT.

MR TANNER YES, MR N CHOLS?

MR N CHOLSON  WHEN YOU RE ACTUALLY

MOVI NG THE OLD DUVWP TO THE NEW DUMP, WLL THERE BE

WARNI NGS ON THE DAY -- YOU MENTI ON HERE " SHORT- TERM

ENVI RONVENTAL | MPACT AND HAZARD. " WOULD THERE BE

WARNI NGS SAYI NG THE DUST M GHT BE BAD? OR DO VE

HAVE TO SORT OF WATCH?

MR TANNER NO WE RE NOT TRYING TO

SNEAK ANYTHI NG PAST ANYONE. WHAT WE WOULD DO WOULD

PROBABLY | NVOLVE TRENCHI NG OR THERE' S A SPECI FI C
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TERM FOR | T WHERE YQU DRAG BUCKETS ACRCSS THE AREA

THAT CONTAIN THE SO L AND DRAG I T | NTO ANOTHER

AREA, WHETHER | T BE THROUGH BACKHCE OR TRUCK OR

WHATEVER.

MRS. NI CHOLSON' WOULD YOU HAVE TO REMOVE

THE CAP ON 321 IN CRDER TO ADD STUFF, OR WLL YQU

BE TUNNELING IN THE SIDE OF I T TO ADD?

MR TANNER  WVELL, WE RE NOT SURE AT TH S

TIME. THAT'S OPEN. WE MAY WELL DECIDE TO SEND I T

TO THE BRAY PARK DUWMP AND BYPASS THE | SSUE OF

DI STURBI NG THE EXI STI NG CAP AT ALL. |IT REALLY

DEPENDS. WE WOULD TAKE EVERY MEASURE PGSSI BLE TO

CONTROL THE DUST. | -- BECAUSE |'VE NEVER ACTUALLY

MOVED ANYTH NG LIKE TH'S, 1'M NOT SURE. WE MAY

VERY VELL RUN ADS. | DON T KNOW WE WOULD DO

EVERYTHI NG TECHNI CALLY PGCSSI BLE TO MAKE SURE THAT

NO RELEASES CCCUR, VEE DI DN T THROW CONTAM NATED

DUST INTO THE AR

MR PARKER TERRY, IF 1 MY, ITS

CGETTI NG LATE. MOST DEFI NI TELY ON THE CLEANUP SI TE

LI KE THAT, YOU WOULD KNOWWHAT' S GO NG ON.  YQU

HAVE EVERY Rl GHT TO KNOW UNDER CFR-1910-120, WH CH

IS THE RIGHT TO KNOW YOU LL HAVE EVERY R GAT TO

GO THERE.

THEY HAVE -- THEY HAVE TO FURNI SH YOU EVERY
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DOCUMENT, EVERYTHI NG THAT' S ON THAT SI TE AS A
PRI VATE CITIZEN YES, |T WLL BE CONTROLLED DUST
AND EVERYTH NG ELSE, LIKE WET SOCKS THAT WOULD BE
INIT. VERY ELABORATE PROCESS.

MR SPIRES: THE TRUTH OF IT IS I N THESE
PROCESSES THERE' S GENERALLY NOT ANY ACTI VI TY
RELATED W TH MOVI NG A SMALL SI TE | NTO ANOTHER
SITE. FOR EXAMPLE, |F YOU PUT I T IN THE BRAY PARK
DUVP OR YOU BRIDGED I T, AS IT'S CALLED, CKAY, FROM
ONE SI TE TO THE OTHER AND EXTENDED YOUR COVERED
CAP. THERE SHOULD NOT REALLY BE ANY ACTIVITY TO GO
ON THAT WOULD CAUSE ANYBODY | N THE AREA TO BE UNDER
ANY DI SCOVFORT WHEN TURNED COFF.

MR TANNER  OTHER QUESTI ONS?

(NO RESPONSE)

MR TANNER WELL, | GUESS | F THERE ARE
NO MORE QUESTIONS, WE LL CLOSE UP FOR TONI GHT.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PATI ENCE, AND YOU HAVE MY PHONE
NUMBER ON THOSE FACT SHEETS. | F THERE S ANYTHI NG
ELSE THAT COMES UP IN YOUR MND A LI TTLE BI T LATER

G VE US A CALL. THANKS AGAI N.

(THE PRECEDI NG WAS CONCLODED AT 8:49 P. M)
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CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER

STATE OF SQUTH CARCLI NA
SS.

COUNTY OF LEXI NGTON

I, LRI S. MORTGE, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
(GA) AND NOTARY PUBLIC I N AND FOR THE STATE OF SOUTH
CARCLI NA AT LARCE, DO HEREBY CERTI FY THAT THE
ABOVE- ENTI TLED CAUSE WAS HEARD AS HEREI NAFTER SET QUT,;
THAT | WAS AUTHORI ZED TO AND DI D REPORT | N SHORTHAND THE
PROCEEDI NGS AND EVI DENCE ADDUCED AND COFFERED I N THE SAI D
PROCEEDI NGS, AND THAT THE FOREGO NG AND ANNEXED PAGES,
NUMBERED 3 THROUGH 75, | NCLUSI VE, COWPRI SE A TRUE AND
CORRECT TRANSCRI PTI ON OF MY STENOGRAPHI C REPORT COF THE
SAl D CAUSE TAKEN DURI NG THE SAlI D HEARI NG

I'N WTNESS WHERECF, | HAVE HEREUNTO AFFI XED MY
SI GNATURE THI S 28TH DAY OF APRI L, 1994.

LOR S. MORTGE, CCR (GA) AND NOTARY PUBLIC

My COW SSI ON EXPI RES: 2/ 2/ 97
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